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JUSTICE NEWS & HOMELESS BLUES IN THE BAV AREA | 


Discovering the Unexpected Power of Nonviolence 


Street Spirit Interview with Erica Chenoweth 


by Terry Messman 


n a groundbreaking effort to systemat- 

ically study and compare success rates 

of violent and nonviolent social- 
change movements, Erica Chenoweth and 
Maria J. Stephan carefully researched 323 
social-change campaigns from 1900 to 
2006. Chenoweth and Stephan’s astonish- 
ing finding is that campaigns of nonvio- 
lent resistance are nearly twice as likely to 
succeed as violent uprisings. 

In their book, Why Civil Resistance 
Works: The Strategic Logic of Nonviolent 
Conflict, the authors found that far greater 
numbers of people from more diverse parts 
of society joined nonviolent campaigns than 
violent ones. This greater level of participa- 
tion translates into more people who can 
demonstrate for change, and withdraw their 
cooperation from an unjust regime. 

In addition, Chenoweth and Stephan 
found that when nonviolent movements 
overthrow an unjust regime, the victorious 
resistance groups are far more likely to 
establish democracies and protect human 
rights, and far less likely to lapse into civil 
war than their violent counterparts. 

Their innovative research may be mak- 
ing heads spin in the circles of interna- 
tional security studies and military ana- 


by Terry Messman 


he diametrically opposed strategies 

of nonviolent resistance versus vio- 

lent rebellion have seemingly 
always divided those building social- 
change movements. The age-old clash 
between these irreconcilable approaches 
has erupted anew into a matter of para- 
mount concern for almost everyone 
involved in the Occupy movement. 

Occupy Wall Street has flowered into a 
nationwide movement that has done more 
to focus the eyes of the nation on the cruel- 
ties of poverty and economic inequality, 
than any movement since the Poor People’s 
Campaign in 1968. Showing inspiring 
courage, vision and creativity, tens of thou- 
sands have joined Occupy’s daring attacks 
on the greed and corruption of Wall Street 
firms, big banks, and corporate capitalism. 
Along with rebelling against the unjust 

domination of the wealthiest | percent, 
Occupy also has demonstrated a hearten- 
ing level of solidarity and support for peo- 
ple struggling with poverty, homelessness, 
foreclosures and unemployment. 


lysts, but it was also a dramatic surprise to 
one of the authors, Erica Chenoweth. 
When Chenoweth first attended a work- 
shop on nonviolent resistance held by 
Maria Stephan, she did so as a “complete 
skeptic,” in her own words. “I was the one 
in the back of the room who was really irri- 
tating everyone else,” she said. “I was such 
a devil’s advocate for armed uprisings.” 
Chenoweth had never fully paid atten- 
tion to such arcane subjects as nonviolent 
movements or “people power.” She was 
more well-versed in its diametric opposite 
— the uses of military power. 
Chenoweth is an Assistant Professor of 
Government at Wesleyan University, and 
teaches courses on international security, 
terrorism, civil war and contemporary 
warfare. In an interview with Street Spirit, 
she said, “I would call myself a traditional 
guns-and-bombs scholar, following the 
tradition of people like Tom Schelling.” 
Stephan, on the other hand, was an 
expert in the study of nonviolent move- 


ments as an educational coordinator for the 
International Center on Nonviolent 


Conflict. She was teaching a workshop 
called “People Power and Pedagogy” to 
introduce the topic of nonviolent resistance 


See Unexpected Power page 9 


Yet, this young movement already 
finds itself at a crossroads. While many 
Occupy activists are deeply dedicated to 
the principles of nonviolent resistance, a 
large number have supported the “diversi- 
ty of tactics” approach, and justified prop- 
erty destruction and physical attacks on 
the police and media reporters. 

Everything is at stake for the Occupy 
movement: its future direction, its chances 
of success, its identity, and its very soul. 

Many voices are offering counsel to 
the Occupy movement at this moment, 
and one of the most thoughtful is George 
Lakey, a longtime nonviolent activist and 
trainer who has just authored a fascinating 
account of how workers in Norway and 
Sweden created a nonviolent movement 
that successfully challenged the rule of the 
big banks and economic elite, and remade 
their country to serve the 99 percent. [See 
“How a Nonviolent Struggle by Workers 
and Farmers in Sweden and Norway 
Broke the Power of the 1 Percent” on 
page 4 of this issue of Street Spirit.] 


See Occupy at the Crossroads page 6 


“We found that during the period of 1900 to 2006, nonvio- 


lent resistance campaigns were about twice as effective as 


violent ones in achieving their goals.’ — Erica Chenoweth 


by T.J. Johnston 


he streets continue to be mean for 

homeless people, especially for 

those living in California. And 
deadly, as well. 

Among the latest casualties were John 
Berry, James McGillivray, Paulus 
Cornelius Smit and Lloyd Middaugh, all 
of whom lived — and died — on the 
streets in Orange County in January. 

The district attorney’s office has 
charged that Izcoatl Ocampo, a former 
Marine jailed in connection with their 
murders, expressly targeted homeless peo- 
ple before stabbing them to death. 

Already these four deaths from home- 
less-directed violence outnumber those 
California saw in 2010, according to a 
homeless advocacy organization. 

These recent attacks are the kinds of 
incidents that the National Coalition for 
the Homeless (NCH) tracks in hopes of 
swaying lawmakers into including hous- 
ing status in hate crime laws, just as there 
are hate crime laws for attacks on people 
based on race, religion, sexual orientation, 
disability and other characteristics. 

The Washington, D.C.-based group 
asserts that a specific animus against home- 
less people drives these attacks. It docu- 
mented 113 acts of violence against 
unhoused people in 2010 as part of its latest 
report, Hate Crimes Against the Homeless: 
Violence Hidden in Plain View. 

California has consistently been a lead- 
ing state in such crimes. Since the NCH 
started gathering data in 1999, the state 
has recorded 225 assaults of homeless 
people, based on police reports, hospital- 
izations and self-reported narratives from 
victims and their supporters. Of those 
incidents, 48 resulted in death. 

Four states have responded to the 
prevalence of anti-homeless attacks by 
enacting legislation that includes home- 
less people as a protected class in their 

hate crimes laws. Maryland was the first 
to do so in 2009, followed by Florida, 
Washington and Rhode Island. 

Despite the high incidence of violence 


“Freedom from Fear.” Homeless people have been killed in a wave of 
hate crimes. California is a leading state in this wave of hate crimes. 


against homeless people and its reputation- 
as a social and political bellwether, 
California has yet to offer its own legal 
remedy. Three times, the state legislature 
passed a law that would have entitled vic- 
tims to damages and compensation, only 
to be met with a governor’s veto. 

Amold Schwarzenegger nixed it when a 
bill reached his desk in 2010, as did Pete 
Wilson in 1994. Both times, the law was 
passed by largely Democratic legislatures, 
only to be vetoed by Republican governors. 

But last year, Gov. Jerry Brown sur- 
prised his fellow Democrats when he 
vetoed hate crimes legislation. 

“Tt is undeniable that homeless people 
are vulnerable to victimization, but 
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California already has very strong civil and 
criminal laws that provide sufficient protec- | 


tion,” Brown said in his veto statement. 

But NCH Director Neil Donovan 
believes that a state high court order to 
release people from overcrowded prisons 
made Brown reluctant to sign any law that 
would add to the prison population. 

“The governor can’t use that as an 
explanation why he wouldn’t put in place 
protections for homeless people,” 
Donovan said. “Hate crimes legislation is 
a viable method of protecting the legal 
rights of homeless individuals.” 

Assemblywoman Bonnie Lowenthal, 
D-Long Beach, authored the previous two 
bills, and said she was disappointed by 
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Brown’s veto. She said it is crucial to con- 
vey a sense of urgency in passing such a 
law. “I think we have to make the case to | 
the governor that the unhoused are not 
only uniquely vulnerable, but they are 
also specifically targeted in a way that in 
any other setting would amount to a hate 
crime,” Lowenthal said. 

Though his veto was unexpected, 
Brown’s reasoning behind his decision 
differed from that of his predecessor. 
When Schwarzenegger refused to sign off 
on Lowenthal’s bill, he disputed the 
notion that homeless people should be 
considered a legally protected class. 

‘While this bill is well-intentioned, it 
is unclear whether the homeless are tar- 
geted for violence because they are home- 
less, or because they possess a character- 
istic already protected by California’s hate 
crime statute, such as mental or physical 
disability,” Schwarzenegger said. In the 
same statement, he also said defending the 
law against potential legal challenges 
would increase court costs. 

Paul Boden, director of the Western 
Regional Advocacy Project, said he 
doubted a new law would be the answer. 

“Putting people in prison so that they 
could clean people from hatred (of home- 
less people) makes no sense,” he said. 

Although he agrees there is clearly a 
problem with growing anti-homeless sen- 
timent, Boden thinks what’s required is a 
different approach — specifically, fight- 
ing laws that prohibit behaviors often 
associated with homelessness, such as 
panhandling, loitering or sleeping outside. 

He believes that the dialogue surround- 
ing these laws demonizes homeless peo- 
ple, and such negative portrayals are mis- 
taken by perpetrators as tacit approval for 
their attacks on homeless people. 

“We pushed the federal government to 
see how local governments are criminaliz- 
ing homeless people as a cause or one of 
the causes,” he said. “The flames of 
hatred are coming from the government 
and the media as much as the people who 
are acting it out.” 


National Day of Action for the Right to Exist 


by Paul Boden 


he Western Regional Advocacy 

Project (WRAP) and the USA- 

Canada Alliance of Inhabitants 

(USACAD) are calling for a day 
of action on April 1, 2012. We are calling 
on all members and allies throughout the 
United States and Canada to join the 
struggle of reclaiming our communities 
and human rights. 

Join us on Palm Sunday to defend the 
inherent dignity of all people, be they rich 
or poor. Community groups in Canada 
and across the USA are holding simulta- 
neous days of nonviolent action to uphold 
the human rights of all our brothers and 
sisters. We are gathering to bear witness 
to the devastating truth that tens of thou- 
sands of people are being persecuted sim- 
ply for being poor and homeless. This 
inhumane wave of civil rights violations 
is trampling on the rights of the poorest 
and most destitute in cities all across the 
United States and Canada. 

It is a source of national disgrace that 
the wealthiest nations on earth have aban- 
doned the poor and homeless, and have 
subjected them to unjust repression, rather 
than offering compassion and mercy. The 
prophetic words of Isaiah warn national 
leaders against the inhumanity of enacting 
laws that injure the poor: “Woe to the leg- 
islators of infamous laws, to those who 
issue tyrannical decrees, who refuse jus- 
tice to the unfortunate, and cheat the poor 
among my people of their rights, who 


Robert L. Terrell profiled homeless people suffering on the street despite the vow 
of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights: “Everyone has the right to...” 


make widows their prey and rob the 
orphan.” [Isaiah 10: 1-2] 

Over the past year, WRAP and its 
West Coast grassroots members and allies 
have compiled and documented 668 
instances of homeless people’s interac- 
tions with local police, private security 
guards, and the criminal justice system in 
eight cities. All respondents participated 
in the surveys for the opportunity to speak 
“unfiltered” to the broader community 
about what is really happening on our 
nation’s streets to poor, disabled, and 
homeless community members. 

What we found is astonishing: 78 per- 
cent of survey respondents reported being 
harassed, cited, or arrested due to “quality 


of life” offenses such as congregating in 
public places, littering, or storing belong- 
ings. This includes fulfilling an essential 
human need — sleeping. A sad fact: only 
one in four of the respondents said they 
knew of a safe place to sleep at night. 
Across North America, cur interviews 
with homeless people reveal that cities 


across the country have adopted a “zero- - 


tolerance” approach to punishing the poor- 
est of the poor for what are normally non- 
criminal activities and minor offenses. This 
approach, known as “Broken Windows” 
policing, is the very opposite of mercy and 
decency, for it treats homeless human 
beings as unwanted throwaways to be pun- 
ished and driven out of sight. 


“Woe to the legislators of infamous 
laws, to those who issue tyrannical 
decrees, who refuse justice to the 
unfortunate, and cheat the poor 
among my people of their rights, 
who make widows their prey and 
rob the orphan.” — Isaiah 10:1-2 


We must not let “Broken Windows” 
policing, a harsh and oftentimes discrimi- 
natory tactic, continue. Just as we put an 
end to Anti-Okie laws and Jim Crow seg- 
regation, we must stop the current crimi- 
nalization of people, merely because of 
their economic status. The criminalization 
of the poor as evidenced by our survey is 
a sobering indicator of the repression that 
is Spreading in our cities. 

Join people of conscience on April 1 to 
bring light to this troubling pattern or 
repression and to help incubate a national 
organizing campaign to stop the trend of 
criminalizing homeless and poor people. 

It is time for all of us to come together 
in peace, and for justice, whether it be by 
joining in a local action in your communi- 
ty, or speaking about the words of warn- 
ing from Proverbs 30:14. “There are those 
whose teeth are swords, whose teeth are 
knives to devour the poor from off the 
earth, the needy from among mortals.” 

For more information about the April 
lst day of action, please contact Paul 
Boden at WRAP.(415) 621-2533 or pbo- 
den@wraphome.org. 


March 2012 


STREET SPIRIT 


Occupy Activists Condemn Abuses at San Quentin Prison 


by Eric Moon 


n Monday, February 20, a beauti- 

ful Presidents Day, about one 

thousand activists walked the mile 
in to San Quentin State Prison for a 
deeply patriotic event, as activists from 
the Occupy movement joined with prison 
reform activists to stand up for the human 
rights of prisoners whose suffering is usu- 
ally invisible to the public, concealed 
behind the concrete walls of California’s 
vast prison system. 


The day may not have had fireworks, 
but it was enlivened by the exultant music 
from an inspiring brass band from Occupy 
SF — the Brass Liberation Orchestra. The 
demonstration was held to expose prison 
abuses and to bear witness on behalf of the 
multitudes behind bars who are excluded 
from our society’s democracy. 

Speakers at San Quentin called for an 
end to solitary confinement and the aboli- 
tion of the death penalty. They condemned 
the state’s sentencing laws as too harsh. 

Among the mission tasks of the 
American Friends Service Committee are: 
highlighting connections between social 
issues and encouraging the voices of 
unheard constituencies. The February 20 
rally was an historic breakthrough in both 
areas, as Occupy activists in the Bay Area 
and across the nation stood up for prison- 
ers and their families. 

Way back in October, as California 
prisoners were coming out of their second 
hunger strike [see “Historic Hunger Strike 
Launches a Movement” in the August 
Street Spirit) and celebrating a newfound 
awareness by media and public of the 
evils of arbitrary and prolonged solitary 
confinement, a few of them sent a mes- 
sage to another newly awakened group, 
Occupy Oakland. That message — “Wish 
We Were There” — thanked the Occupy 
movement for their witness and asked that 
the lives of the bottom 1% of the 99% — 
prisoners and their families — be includ- 
ed in the Occupy critique. 

In November, Occupy Oakland’s 
General Assembly voiced support for the 
prison hunger-strikers, and in January, the 
assembly approved an outreach proposal 
(see box) to Occupy groups nationwide, 
designating February 20 as Occupy 
National Day in Support of Prisoners, and 
initiating an ongoing focus on prison issues. 

Even as Occupy protests nationwide 
have spoken out on life-and-death issues 
that Republicans and Democrats are polit- 


ically embarrassed to speak about, prison 
activists (many of them prisoners) are 
finding their voices again, as well. In 
addition to messages from Angela Davis, 


- Leonard Peltier, and Mumia Abu-Jamal, 


the San Quentin rally heard from prison- 
ers like Kevin Cooper, confined on our 
own death row, soon to face the lethal 
needle — unless voters abolish our death 
penalty next November. George Jackson, 
Tookie Williams, and Troy Davis also 
were remembered. 

Sarah Shourd, Shane Bauer, and Josh 
Fattal, hikers imprisoned two for years in 
Iran, spoke at the rally about the effects of 
their solitary confinements. Each had tried 
using hunger striking, which resulted in 
some amelioration of their conditions. In 
California, by contrast, prisoner hunger 
strikers were charged with “creating a dis- 
turbance” and were harshly punished. 


Elsewhere, Occupy actions in 16 other 
cities were held at city jails and county 
courthouses, each highlighting a local 


instance of mass incarceration mania — 
Albany, Austin, Baltimore, Boston, 
Chicago, Columbus, Denver, Durham, 
Eureka, Fresno, Los Angeles, New York 
City, Philadelphia, San Luis Obispo, 
Seattle, Washington, D.C. 

“Inside and Outside” was a theme on 
many of the banners and placards. On the 
outside, activists made the connections: 
the institutions and actors that robbed the 
99% over the last decade have been rob- 
bing prisoners and their families much 
longer. How can we work together, out- 
side and inside, to regain our share of the 
political process? 


The Brass Liberation Orchestra played joyful music at the rally held at the gates of San @tentn Prison. 


ss 


At San Quentin, protesters denounce long-term solitary confinement. 


On the inside, prisoners drew fresh oxy- 
gen for their long struggle. Correll Thomas, 
on San Quentin death row, later reported to 
his wife that the tier officer had claimed 
there were only 50 people out there. In cus- 
tomary overreaction to threats of free 
speech, the prison had locked down, sus- 
pending all inmate programs, so guards 
could be sent out to the gate to watch the 
demonstration. When prisoners started see- 
ing and hearing the actual crowd, on the 


Ot ee anemia ee ee ee ene 
Occupy Oakland Demands End to Prison Brutality 


This proposal was passed at the 
Occupy Oakland General Assembly 
on January 8, 2012 

Prisons have become a central institu- 
tion in American society, integral to our 
politics, economy and our culture. 

Between 1976 and 2000, the United 
States built, on average, a new prison each 
week and the number of imprisoned 
Americans increased tenfold. 

Prison has made the threat of torture part 
of everyday life for millions of individuals 
in the United States, especially the 7.3 mil- 
lion people — who are disproportionately 
people of color — currently incarcerated or 
under  correciional supervision. 
Imprisonment itself is a form of torture. 

The typical American prison, juvenile 
hall and detainment camp is designed to 
maximize degradation, brutalization, and 

- dehumanization. 

Mass incarceration is the new Jim 
Crow. Between 1970 and 1995, the incar- 
ceration of African Americans increased 7 
times. Currently African Americans make 
up 12 percent of the population in the U.S. 
but 53 percent of the nation’s prison pop- 


ulation. There are more African 
Americans under correctional control 
today — in prison or jail, on probation or 
parole — than were enslaved in 1850, a 
decade before the Civil War began. 

The prison system is the most visible 
example of policies of punitive containment 


of the most marginalized and oppressed in| 


our society. Prior to incarceration, two- 
thirds of all prisoners lived in conditions of 
economic hardship, while the perpetrators 
of white-collar crime largely go free. 

In addition, the Center for Economic 
and Policy Research estimated that in 
2008 alone there was a loss in economic 
input associated with people released 
from prison equal to $57 to $65 billion. 


We call on Occupies across the coun- 
try to support: 

1. Abolishing unjust sentences, such 
as the death penalty, life without possibili- 
ty of parole, Three Strikes, juvenile life 
without parole, and the practice of trying 
children as adults. 

2. Standing in solidarity with move- 
ments initiated by prisoners and taking 
action to support prisoner demands, 


including the Georgia Prison Strike and 
the Pelican Bay/California Prisoners 
Hunger Strikes. 

3. Freeing political prisoners, such as 
Mumia Abu-Jamal, Leonard Peltier, 
Lynne Stewart, Bradley Manning and 
Romaine Fitzgerald. 

4. Demanding an end to the repression 
of activists, specifically the targeting of 
African Americans and those with histories 


_of incarceration, such as Khali in Occupy 


Oakland who could now face a life sen- 
tence, on trumped-up charges, and many 
others being falsely charged after only exer- 
cising their First Amendment rights. 

5. Demanding an end to the brutality 
of the current system, including the tor- 
ture of those who have lived for many 
years in Secure Housing Units (SHUs) or 
in solitary confinement. 

6. Demanding that our tax money 
spent on isolating, harming and killing 
prisoners, instead be invested in improv- 
ing the quality of life for all and be spent 
on education, housing, health care, mental 
health care and other human services 
which contribute to the public good. 


Eric Moon photo 
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television news shows, Thomas said, most 
of them felt that the large rally made it 
worth being locked down. 

Thomas said, “We wrote down any 
names of groups we could see on their 
banners. Could you send me their address- 
es, so we could thank them?” 


| See the Street Spirit website: 
http://www.thestreetspirit.org 


| Visit Street Spirit on Facebook: 
www facebook .com/streetspiritnews 
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| y How a Nonviolent Struggle by Workers and Farmers in 


Sweden and Norway Broke the Power of the 1 Percent 


Both countries suffered hor- 
rendous poverty when the 1 
percent was in charge. Under 
the leadership of the working 
class, however, both countries 
nearly eliminated poverty. 


by George Lakey 
hile many of us are work- 
ing to ensure that the 
Occupy movement will 
have a lasting impact, it’s 
worthwhile to consider other countries 
where masses of people succeeded in non- 
violently bringing about a high degree of 
democracy and economic justice. 

Sweden and Norway, for example, both 
experienced a major power shift in the 
1930s after prolonged nonviolent struggle. 
They “fired” the top 1 percent of people 
who set the direction for society and creat- 
ed the basis for something different. 

Both countries had a history of horren- 
dous poverty. When the | percent was in 
charge, hundreds of thousands of people 
emigrated to avoid starvation. Under the 
leadership of the working class, however, 
both countries built robust and successful 
economies that nearly eliminated poverty, 
expanded free university education, abol- 
ished slums, provided excellent health care 
available to all as a matter of right, and cre- 
ated a system of full employment. 

Unlike the Norwegians, the Swedes 
didn’t find oil, but that didn’t stop them 
from building what the latest CIA World 
Factbook calls “an enviable standard of 
living.” Neither country is a utopia, as 
readers of the crime novels by Stieg 
Larsson, Henning Mankell and Jo Nesb¢g 
will know. Critical left-wing authors such 
as these try to push Sweden and Norway 
to continue on the path toward more fully 
just societies. 

However, as an American activist who 
first encountered Norway as a student in 
1959 and learned some of its language and 
culture, the achievements I found amazed 
me.-I remember bicycling for hours 
through a small industrial city, looking in 
vain for substandard housing. Sometimes 
resisting the evidence of my eyes, I made 
up stories that “accounted for” the differ- 
ences I saw: “small country,” “homoge- 
neous,” “a value consensus.” 

I finally gave up imposing my frame- 
works on these countries and learned the 
real reason: their own histories. I began to 
learn that the Swedes and Norwegians 
paid a price for their standards of living 
through nonviolent struggle. 

There was a time when Scandinavian 
workers didn’t expect that the electoral 
arena could deliver the change they 
believed in. They realized that, with the 1 
percent in charge, electoral “democracy” 
was stacked against them, so nonviolent 
direct action was needed to exert the 
power for change. In both countries, the 
troops were called out to defend the 1 per- 
cent; and people died. 

Award-winning Swedish filmmaker 
Bo Widerberg told the Swedish story 
vividly in “Adalen 31,” which depicts the 
strikers killed in 1931 and the sparking of 
a nationwide general strike. 

The Norwegians had a harder time 
organizing a cohesive people’s movement 
because Norway’s small population — 
about three million — was spread out over 
a territory the size of Britain. People were 
divided by mountains and fjords, and they 
spoke regional dialects in isolated valleys. 
In the 19th century, Norway was ruled by 
Denmark and then by Sweden. In the con- 


text of Europe, Norwegians were the 
“country rubes,” of little consequence. Not 
until 1905 did Norway finally become 
independent. 

When workers formed unions in the 
early 1900s, they generally turned to 
Marxism, organizing for revolution as well 
as immediate gains. They were overjoyed 
by the overthrow of the czar in Russia, and 
the Norwegian Labor Party joined the 
Communist International organized by 
Lenin. Labor didn’t stay long, however. 

One way in which most Norwegians 
parted ways with Leninist strategy was on 
the role of violence: Norwegians wanted 
to win their revolution through collective 
nonviolent struggle, along with establish- 
ing co-ops and using the electoral arena. 

In the 1920s, strikes increased in inten- 
sity. The town of Hammerfest formed a 
commune in 1921, led by workers coun- 
cils; the army intervened to crush it. The 
workers’ response verged toward a 
national general strike. The employers, 
backed by the state, beat back that strike, 
but workers erupted again in the iron- 
workers’ strike of 1923-24. 

The Norwegian 1 percent decided not to 
rely simply on the army. In 1926, they 
formed a social movement called the 
Patriotic League, recruiting mainly from 
the middle class. By the 1930s, the League 
included as many as 100,000 people for 
armed protection of strikebreakers — this 
in a country of only three million! 

The Labor Party, in the meantime, 
opened its membership to anyone, 
whether or not in a unionized workplace. 
Middle-class Marxists and some reform- 
ers joined the party. Many rural farm 
workers joined the Labor Party, as well as 
some small landholders. Labor leadership 
understood that in a protracted struggle, 
constant outreach and organizing was 
needed in a nonviolent campaign. _ 

In the midst of the growing polarization, 
Norway’s workers launched another wave 
of strikes and boycotts in 1928. The 
Depression hit bottom in 1931. More peo- 
ple were jobless there than in any other 
Nordic country. Unlike in the United States, 
the Norwegian union movement kept the 
people thrown out of work as members, 
even though they couldn’t pay dues. 

This decision paid off in mass mobi- 
lizations. When the employers’ federation 
locked employees out of the factories to 
try to force a reduction of wages, the 
workers fought back with massive demon- 
strations. Many people then found that 


their mortgages were in jeopardy. (Sound © 


familiar?) 
The Depression.continued, and farmers 
were unable to keep up payment on their 


A seemingly endless line of marchers mobilize for economic justice for poverty-stricken workers in Adalen, Sweden, in 1931. 


debts. As turbulence hit the rural sector, 
crowds gathered nonviolently to prevent 
the eviction of families from their farms. 

The Agrarian Party, which included 
larger farmers and had previously been 
allied with the Conservative Party, began 
to distance itself from the 1 percent. Some 
could see that the ability of the few to rule 
the many was in doubt. 

By 1935, Norway was on the brink. 
The Conservative-led government was 
losing legitimacy daily. The 1 percent 
became increasingly desperate as militan- 
cy grew among workers and farmers. A 
complete overthrow might be just a cou- 
ple years away, radical workers thought. 

However, the misery of the poor 
became more urgent daily, and the Labor 
Party felt increasing pressure from its 
members to alleviate their suffering, 
which it could do only if it took charge of 
the government in a compromise. agree- 
ment with the other side. This it did. 

In a compromise that allowed owners to 


retain the right to own and manage their © 


firms, Labor in 1935 took the reins of gov- 
ernment in coalition with the Agrarian 
Party. They expanded the economy and 
started public works projects to head 
toward a policy of full employment that 
became the keystone of Norwegian eco- 
nomic policy. Labor’s success and the mili- 
tancy of workers enabled steady inroads 
against the privileges of the 1 percent, to 
the point that majority ownership of all 
large firms was taken by the public interest. 

The 1 percent thereby lost its historic 
power to dominate the economy and soci- 
ety. Not until three decades later could the 
Conservatives return to a governing coali- 
tion, having by then accepted the new rules 
of the game, including a high degree of 
public ownership of the means of produc- 
tion, extremely progressive taxation, strong 
business regulation for the public good and 
the virtual abolition of poverty. 


After Barbara's Sermon 
by Claire J. Baker 
"Shine, dear one, shine" — 
a phrase one might whisper 

to a hurt lover, 

to a homeless mother, 

to a baby at christening, 

to a friend who has 

just passed on. 


Or this is a phrase to keep 
within, near the surface 
to kindle kindness, like 


hear me, believe me 
when my eyes urge, 
"Shine, dear one, shine." 


| thinks she has it made 


When Conservatives eventually tried a 
fling with neoliberal policies, the econo- 
my generated a bubble and headed for dis- 
aster. (Sound familiar?) Labor stepped in, 
seized the three largest banks, fired the 
top management, left the stockholders 
without a dime and refused to bail out any 
of the smaller banks. The well-purged 
Norwegian financial sector was not one of 
those countries that lurched into crisis in 
2008. Carefully regulated and much of it 
publicly owned, the sector was solid. 

Although Norwegians may not tell you 
about this the first time you meet them, 
the fact remains that their society’s high 
level of freedom and broadly shared pros- 
perity began when workers and farmers, 
along with middle-class allies, waged a 
nonviolent struggle that empowered the 
people to govern for the common good. 


| Street Takes Toll Fast 
by George Wynn 

Young woman 

realizes her dream 

becomes a beauty queen 


after a decade 

of depression and rage . 
she dies of old age 

on the street 


the children are gone 
by Randy Fingland 
negotiations 

guarantee ceasefires 

but the burning continues 

the rainforests | 

the icecaps 

scorched smiles branded 

on dead infant faces 

unreported on conglomerate TV 
everywhere the hunger 

of the impoverished 

who die young 

for the same reason 


Resembling a Goat 


by Sue Ellen Pector 
The free-box 

beneath the old maple 
contained rags, 

a puny stuffed animal 
resembling a goat, 
and a single left shoe. 


Sighing, she latched the box _ 
and made her way 

to the church for a free dinner. 
Maybe they’d give 

dut clothes today. 
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Lessons of Seattle for Today’s Occup 


Violent action will not panic 
the power-holders, but it will 
push away the general popu- 
lace. Power-holders love it, 
because it gives them an 
excuse to delegitimize and 
destroy movements. 


by Ken Butigan 


he acrid fumes of tear gas hung in 

the air as a young woman, her face 

swathed in black fabric, readied to 

heave a newspaper box through the plate- 
glass window of the Nike Store. 

It was the afternoon of Nov. 30, 1999, 
and the “Battle of Seattle” was on. Tens of 
thousands of people had traveled from 
across the globe to protest the World Trade 
Organization Ministerial Conference in 
Seattle, which was on track to reinforce the 
injustice of corporate globalization and the 
perils it posed to indigenous societies, 
labor standards, human rights, civil liber- 
ties and the environment. 

I had been asked by Global Exchange 
(a San Francisco-based organization that 
is a proponent of fair trade) to join in as a 
peacekeeper during the multi-day protest. 
Moving through the increasingly chaotic 
streets, I spotted the woman with her con- 
scripted newspaper box and, just before 
she hurled it through the glass, I trotted 
over and asked her what she was doing. 

For the next half-hour, we had a heart- 
to-heart. She shared her anguish at the 
violence of Indonesian sweatshops that 
produced Nike shoes. In the light of that 
injustice, smashing a window counted as 
nothing. In fact, from her perspective, it 
was a good thing — it would directly 
identify the company as a human rights 
violator and would challenge business as 
usual. Most of all, it would help panic the 
powers that be into changing things in the 
face of this growing unrest. 

I let her know that the two of us were 
in agreement about this injustice and that 
it must be challenged and stopped. That is 
why I had traveled to Seattle — and why, 
for 15 years, I had been part of move- 
ments working for justice. To me, though, 


tis 


there was a better way than property 
destruction to achieve this goal, and the 
70,000 people marching that week in 
Seattle were illustrating it. 

Gathered from around the planet, they 
were dramatizing a growing movement 
for change using nonviolent people 
power. These thousands were alerting and 
educating the public in a way, from my 
perspective, that violent action would not. 

Violent action will not panic the 
power-holders, but it will push away the 
general populace. Power-holders, in fact, 


love it, because it gives them an excuse to 
delegitimize and destroy movements. In 


the end, social change depends not on cre- 
ating chaos and social disorder, but on 
mobilizing the populace to remove its 
support for such injustice and to exercise 
people-power for change. 

As we talked, the woman put down the 
box. She did not throw it through the win- 
dow and, eventually, she melted back into 
the crowd. Then, when I went off to 
engage another person poised to hurl a 


At the WTO protest in Seattle, marchers held al 


shee ses 


different newspaper box through a win- 
dow further down the block, someone else 
scooped up the first one and pitched it 
through the window. 

Bandanna-clad activists (estimated at 
only 100 to 200 people) managed to break 
enough windows and spray-paint enough 
buildings to dislodge the primary focus 
from the police rampage in the morning to 
the image of marauding anonymous 
activists wreaking chaos throughout 
downtown Seattle in the afternoon. 

The criminal behavior of the police — 
in which thousands of peaceful protesters, 
sitting in the streets outside the convention 
hall where we engaged in nonviolent civil 
disobedience, were shot indiscriminately at 
close range by rubber bullets and blinded 
for a time by relentless waves of tear gas 
(for which the City of Seattle years later 
paid out financial settlements to some pro- 
testers) — exposed the violence that the 
state will inflict to protect injustice. Now, 
however, this narrative had to share the 
stage with a competing one. Hence the 


oft death’s heads to expose lethal corporate policies. 


Lydia Gans photo 


frame that ultimately prevailed: “The 
Battle of Seattle.” After all, it takes two 
sides to make a skirmish. 

In Seattle, an ambiguity was built into 
the action itself. We were told at a pre- 
action gathering the night before that the 
organizers had decided that nonviolence 
guidelines would be in force only until 2:00 
p.m., after which they would not apply. 
Almost to the minute, this is what tran- 
spired: window smashing, spray-painting, 
and clashes with the police began like 
clockwork in the early afternoon. 

The WTO protest was a watershed 
event, which was immediately noticed by 
the press. “Protest’s power to alter public 
awareness,” read the December 3 headline 
of the San Jose Mercury News, while the 
December 5 edition of the Los Angeles 
Times declared, “WTO is Humbled, 
Changed Forever by Outside Forces.” It 
definitively put the hazards of globaliza- 
tion on the social radar screen. 


See Lessons of Seattle page 11 
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rolonged unemployment and rising 
Pim foreclosures are driving more 

and more newly homeless people 
into homeless shelters, not just for a few 
nights, but for many months as they try to 
reorganize their lives. Every night now, 
most shelters in the East Bay are full. 

There is also a population of chronical- 
ly homeless people, people who have 
been living outside, sometimes for years. 
A few live outside by choice, but most 
subsist on very limited incomes from 
Social Security disability, pensions, or 
various programs that do not provide 
enough to pay rent. 

These longtime homeless people find 
safe, sheltered spots to sleep and keep 
their possessions. They occasionally 
spend a night in a motel, but have no per- 


manent housing. It is only when the . 


Dark Was the Night, 
Cold Was the Ground 


“] think it’s a fantastic situation where we’re able to shelter 
these people. The satisfaction of being able to give that 
depth of service, to my mind, is overwhelming.” — J.C. Orton 


weather is really cold or rainy that they 
will seek indoor shelter for the night. 

On those occasions J.C. Orton, founder 
of Night on the Streets Catholic Worker, 
opens an emergency shelter at the First 
Congregational Church in Berkeley. It is 
operated by Dorothy Day House and 
financed primarily by the City of Berkeley. 
There is only enough money to open its 
doors about 35 nights out of the year. 

On a recent Monday night in late 
February, rain and cold had been forecast, 
so word went out that the shelter would be 
set up. From 7 p.m. until 10 p.m. that 
evening, the Berkeley Community Chorus 
was holding its regular rehearsal in the 
assembly hall of the church. At 10 p.m., 
chorus director Ming Luke ended the 
rehearsal and everyone hustled to stack the 
chairs and move risers and the piano into 
the far end of the room. 

The exhausted but inspired singers 


closed their music books and headed for 
their homes, while outside, J.C. Orton 
gave out tickets for the shelter to the 
homeless people waiting at the church 
doors. The space can only accommodate 
50 people. On this night, 10 people had to 
be turned away. There is no place for 
those 10 persons who were turned away 
from this shelter of last resort. 

By about 10:30, everyone was settled 
inside. The people sleep on foam-covered 
mats on the floor. “Don’t have to worry 
about bed bugs,’ Orton explained. 
Everyone is provided with clean sheets. It is 
warm enough so that the sheet is sufficient. 

On the first four or five nights that the 
shelter operates, Orton also gives out 
sleeping bags to anyone who might need 
one. “Then, if we’re not open the next 
night, they get to take the sleeping bag 
with them which allows the effects of the 
shelter to extend beyond the shelter 
itself,’ Orton said. “They come to the 
shelter without a sleeping bag, they leave 
with a bag. It’s like an added bonus.” 

For the next eight hours, these 50 
homeless people can rest comfortably 
with a roof over their heads, but by 6:15 
a.m., everyone had to be out so the place 
could be cleaned by 7 a.m. 

The First Congregational Church has 
been providing the shelter space for the 
past two years free of charge. St. Mark’s 
Episcopal Church was home to the storm 
shelter for the last seven years prior to 


that, also without charge. 

Dorothy Day House employs Orton to 
run the shelter. He is usually there when it 
opens, often with snacks or, on some 
nights, with soup left over from the 
Catholic Worker meal at People’s Park. 
Ten people act as shelter operators, actually - 
spending the nights on the premises. They 
are people who themselves are homeless or 
have experienced homelessness. 

Orton keeps data on the characteristics 
of the shelter population. He observes that 
there are usually about four times as many 
men as women. There are eight or ten vet- 
erans who show up regularly. As for age 
distribution, 5 percent are 18 to 25, 65 
percent are 25 to 55, and about 30 percent 
are over 55. Over the years, the aging of 
the baby boomer generation is showing up 
in an increasing proportion of older home- 
less people seeking shelter. 

Orton expresses deep commitment to 
keeping the shelter going in bad weather. 

He said, “I think it’s a fantastic situa- 
tion where we’re able to take 50 people a 
night for somewhere up to 40 nights, or 
2000 people-nights, and shelter these peo- 
ple. It’s not just a matter of giving them a 
cookie or a blanket or a hearty handshake 
or wishing them the best, but taking the 
responsibility for 8 to 12 hours on all 
those nights — taking a personal respon- 
sibility for them. And the satisfaction of 
being able to give that depth of service, to 
my mind, is overwhelming.” 
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Occupy at the Crossroads 


Street Spirit Interview 


from page I 


Street Spirit interviewed George Lakey 
about the most productive way forward for 
this fledgling movement as it is pulled in 
conflicting directions between nonviolent 
. resistance and the “diversity of tactics.” 

Although Lakey has been outspoken in his 
defense of the great potential of nonviolent 
movements, he has also advocated building 
a dialogue with those in Occupy who pro- 
mote a diversity of tactics. 

His long experience with social-change 
movements reaches back to his arrests dur- 
ing sit-ins in the civil rights movement. He 
was a trainer for Mississippi Summer, 
preparing nonviolent activists to go into a 
state sweltering with racism and oppression 
to nonviolently resist segregation. 

A lifelong Quaker, Lakey joined with 
other Quakers to form A Quaker Action 
Group, which sailed a ship into Vietnam in 
1967 that defied the will of the U.S. gov- 
ernment in carrying medical supplies for 
the victims of U.S. bombings. ; 

He taught at the Martin Luther King 
School for Social Change in Chester, Pa., 
and cofounded the Movement for a New 
Society, which trained activists across the 
nation in nonviolent organizing. As found- 
ing director of Training for Change, Lakey 
trained activists all over the world, includ- 
ing coal miners, homeless people, prison- 
ers, Russian lesbians and gays, Sri Lankan 
monks, striking steel workers and South 
African activists. 

He founded the Philadelphia Jobs with 
Peace Campaign, a coalition of labor, 
civil rights, poverty and peace groups, and 
was an architect of the Campaign to Stop 
the B-1 Bomber, which mobilized to gain 
cancellation of the B-1 in 1977. 

A founder of Men Against Patriarchy, 
Lakey helped build the men’s anti-sexism 
movement of the mid-1970s. As an 
activist in the gay liberation movement, 
he was arrested for civil disobedience at 
the U.S. Supreme Court in protest when it 
upheld Georgia’s anti-gay statute. 

Lakey is now very involved in envi- 
ronmental issues, working to alleviate the 
damage caused by mountain-top removal 
and organizing with Appalachian people 
to fight the hazards of coal mining. 

Creating a lasting resource for move- 
ment activists, Lakey is guiding students 
at Swarthmore College in creating the 
Global Nonviolent Action Database, a 
huge online library of more than 500 
global nonviolent campaigns from all 
around the world. [Visit its website at 
http://nvdatabase.swarthmore.edu] 

Lakey has taught peace studies at 
Swarthmore and Haverford Colleges, 
Temple University and the University of 
Pennsylvania. At present, he is a visiting 
professor in Peace & Conflict Studies, at 
Swarthmore College in Pennsylvania. 

David Hartsough, a lifelong peace 
organizer who directed the Nonviolent 
Movement Building Program for the 
American Friends Service Committee and 
then co-founded the Nonviolent 
Peaceforce and Peaceworkers, has known 
Lakey for decades. Hartsough and Lakey 
have taken part in many protests with the 
Occupy movement and have been very 
involved in the debates surrounding non- 
violence and the “diversity of tactics.” 

Hartsough said, “George Lakey is one 
of the foremost strategists for building 
effective and powerful nonviolent move- 
ments that I know in the world. And he 
walks his talk. He’s not just teaching 
activism — he’s doing it. He has a very 

skillful way of helping other people grow 
so they become stronger and more power- 
ful activists themselves.” 

Lakey is the father of three children, 


with George Lakey 


including two adopted children of mixed 
racial heritage, and also played the major 
parental role in raising his grandchildren. 
Hartsough said, “George Lakey com- 
bines the personal and the political. He’s 
doing all this work of building nonviolent 
movements at home and internationally, 
and at the same time, he’s a very loving 
father and grandfather who is one of the 
most devoted parents I’ve every seen in 
terms of spending time with his children.” 


Street Spirit: J was just interviewing 
Erica Chenoweth, the author of Why Civil 
Resistance Works, and she said that your 


Global Nonviolent Action Database is 


perhaps the most wide-ranging and com- 
prehensive effort to document nonviolent 
movements around the globe. 

George Lakey: That’s right. We start- 
ed four years ago to research and write the 
cases of nonviolent struggle all over the 
world. We’re now approaching 600 cases 
from over 190 countries. I’ve been teach- 
ing a research seminar here at Swarthmore 
so it’s mostly been done by Swarthmore 
students, but also with help from 
Georgetown University students and Tufts 
University students. 


Spirit: Why is it important to docu- 
ment all these nonviolent campaigns? 

Lakey: So we don’t have to reinvent 
every wheel. So that activists can go to 
this database if they want to change some- 
thing. If they want to defend the rainfor- 
est, or defend anything, they can go to the 
database to find out how other people did 
it. The Global Nonviolent Action 
Database is a searchable database so peo- 
ple can search for environmental cam- 
paigns, for gender equality campaigns, 
human rights, economic ‘justice cam- 
paigns, environmental justice, peace, 
democracy. We have many, many cam- 
paigns overthrowing dictators. These are 
neighborhood-level struggles all the way 
up to the national and international level, 
the Greenpeace cases and so on. 

We also score these. We rate them by 
degree of success, so they can find cases 
which failed completely, and try to figure 
out what they did wrong, and other cases 
where they succeeded completely, and 
still other cases where there was some 
success, but not full success. 


Spirit: Many believe nonviolent resis- 
tance can be effective in making minor 
reforms, say, on a neighborhood level, but 
they have great doubts that nonviolence 
can be successful against dictatorships or 
genocidal regimes. In your research, did 
you find nonviolent movements that chal- 
lenged brutal regimes or powerfully 
entrenched military dictatorships? 

Lakey: They have done it many times 
in history, and the reader can simply read 
them on the database, case after case after 
case. They can also read cases where peo- 
ple first tried to overthrow a dictatorship 
violently, failed, switched to nonviolence 
and succeeded. There was a very brutal 
dictatorship in the Philippines, Ferdinand 
Marcos — very well established dictator- 
ship. He was overthrown in 1986 by what 
was then called, by those people, “People 
Power,’ and that introduced the phrase. 

Also, I am fascinated by the twins, the 
pair, that happened in 1944 in El Salvador 
and Guatemala. Both of those dictatorships 
had been very well established, a decade or 
more. In El Salvador, they did try to over- 
throw Hernandez Martinez, the president of 
El Salvador who had ordered large mas- 
sacres of thousands of peasants, censored 
the media, banned elections and violently 
repressed dissidents. First, they tried to 
overthrow Martinez with a military revolt. 
It failed, because he was still powerful 
enough to put down the violent rebellion. 


MOHANDAS GANDHI OF INDIA 
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Icon by Robert Lentz, Bridge Building Images 


In this icon, Gandhi holds salt gathered by the ocean in an act of civil disobedience, as 
part of the Salt Satyagraha campaign. Gandhi asked all nonviolent activists to con- 
sider whether their actions truly are a step toward the liberation of the poor. 


Then university students said, “Well, that 
didn’t work, so let’s try nonviolence.” And 
they led a nonviolent insurrection and over- 
threw Hernandez Martinez. 

So next door in Guatemala, the students 
noticed this and they became envious of 


the accomplishment of the El Salvador stu- 
dents. Something like the Egyptians last 
year getting envious of the Tunisians and 
saying that if the Tunisians can do that, 
certainly we can, and some Egyptians con- 
sidered themselves humiliated by the 
Tunisians and thought it was a matter of 
honor that they should overthrow their dic- 
tator, Mubarak, which they did. 

So in Guatemala, in 1944, the students 
went up against Jorge Ubico, who was 
called the “iron dictator of the Caribbean” 
and they overthrew him nonviolently. 


Spirit: Beautiful examples. That shows 
what I call “the chain reaction of con- 
science,” where one nonviolent movement 
can give others new insights, and inspire 
them to act for justice. That’s how move- 
ments spread like a good virus. 

Lakey: Exactly right. In fact, on our 
website we have a button on the home 
page called “waves.” You can browse 
cases by looking at waves that you 
describe. So we have an African wave of 
pro-democracy cases in the early 1990s, 
the Asian wave in the late 1980s. We 
have, of course, the Arab Awakening, 
that’s a wave, and the U.S. civil-rights 
movement, which was a wave. We’re 
going to put in a Latin American wave. 


Spirit: So in the history of these move- 
ments, you found that these things are 
transmitted from group to group, so one 
wave creates another in a circle of inspi- 
ration that renews itself. 

Lakey: That’s right. This is not a new 
invention by Occupy; this is something 
people have been doing — waving — for 
quite a while. 


Spirit: After studying the patterns of 
many nonviolent movements, both those 
that succeeded and those that failed, have 
you developed an insight into the typical 
stages that work in building successful 
nonviolent movements? 


Lakey: Yes, yes. It seems very impor- 
tant to prepare for repression — that is, 
not to expect that somehow your own 
government will be different, or that it 
will be gentle, it will be nice. I run into 
this with the Occupy movement. Some 
people were shocked by repression. It’s 
very important to prepare people for the 
fact that the privileged will fight back for 
their position. So a period of preparation 
is extremely important in which people 
get to understand the nature of the thing 
they are going up against. Also, it helps a 
lot for success to be clear about what the 
vision is. It doesn’t have to be a blueprint, 
but a vision of what they want, instead of 
what they’ ve got. 


Spirit: Occupy has been criticized for 
refusing to agree on a vision that they can 
share with the public and supporters. 

_ Lakey: That’s right and that’s a weak- 
ness in Occupy, which they can still reme- 
dy. Occupy is an infant movement. It’s like 
the civil rights movement in 1952 or some- 
thing. It’s very, very infant and it has time 
to do a lot of work, but it would be good for 
it to know that it has that work to be done. 

So one big thing that needs to be done 
is preparation for repression coming down 
the line. Another important thing is to 
solidify the organizational structure of the 
movement, because what holds people 
together under repression is solidarity — 
the links that people have, the bonding 
that they have, one with another. That’s 
particularly important in this country. In 
some countries, if you know enough about 
the culture of the country you are looking 
at, you know well they already have clan 
structure or they already have a traditional 
society and tremendous community. 


Spirit: Other societies often have a 
greater sense of community than we do. 
And we don’t realize our lack of commu- 
nity until we try to build a movement. 

Lakey: Exactly. So it’s very, very 
important here to be intentionally building 
community, building solidarity. So if 
one’s done that kind of preparation and 
training for actually going up against the 
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repressive forces, the security forces of 
the country, then you can do small group 
interventions, small group confrontations 
that probe for weak spots in the status quo 
because there’s always weak spots and 

' strong spots. And smart strategy is to not 
attack the strong spots but to attack the 
weak spots [laughs]. 

And you need to demonstrate that 
you’re winners, not losers, to the many 
people who are watching you with inter- 
est, but are not willing to commit yet. So 
there may be something very satisfying in 
a kind of martyr’s point of view to go up 
against the strongest thing and get com- 
pletely walloped, that’s a very righteous 
thing to do, but it also does establish the 
profile of loser — and Americans are not 
the only people who don’t like losers. 
Very few people actually like losers. 

We need to create campaigns in which 
one uses nonviolent direct action for win- 
ning achievable goals. And then coming 
out of that saying, “Look we won, join us, 
now we’re tackling this and you can help us 
do it.: That was the secret to success of the 
early civil rights movement that so many 
students were inspired by the college up the 
road that integrated their lunch counter and 
said, “Oh if they can do it, we can do it.” 
That’s also Egypt with regards to Tunisia. 
So the wave phenomenon is far more likely 
to happen if that’s done. 

Gandhi knew this. After the failure of 
his first national effort to take on the 
British in 1919 and 1920, Gandhi realized: 
We’ve got a very despairing and hopeless 
sort of people here. We’ve got to do some 
locally based campaigns in which we ,win 
some things. So he helped industrial work- 
ers win strikes, he helped peasants win 
peasant struggles and he put the Indian 
people into fighting shape through success- 
ful local campaigns such that, then the next 
time out against the British, the major 
national convulsions known as the Salt 
Satyagraha movement, the people were 
able to send a very strong signal to Britain 
that its days were numbered. 


Spirit: One of the most difficult tasks 
that can confront a nonviolent movement 
is challenging the economic elites, and 
trying to get economic justice. And, of 
course, that is one of the central aims of 
the Occupy movement. Have you come 
across any examples of nonviolent move- 
ments that successfully challenged the 
powerful economic elite? 

Lakey: The two clearest examples are 
the cases of Sweden and Norway. It’s the 
most successful article I ever wrote, and 
it’s now gone viral. In Sweden and 
Norway, people’s movements took on the 
1 percent and they defeated their political 
power. In both countries, troops were 

called out, and people were killed. In 
Norway, there was a plot to create a fascist 
state to replace the one they had in order to 
really crack down. The plan was to do the 
Mussolini or Hitler model. But that plot 
did not eventuate and in both cases the 1 
percent had to retire from political domi- 
nance and the new leadership group got to 
be the workers and the farmers. 


Spirit: What were the workers doing 
that led to government crackdowns where 
people were killed? 

Lakey: Strikes. Strikes. They found 
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that was their single most powerful 
weapon. But they also used boycotts and 
mass demonstrations and occupations. 
Which tactic turns out to be the most 
powerful depends on the context; but in 
the Norwegian and Swedish context, it 
was the strike that was the most powerful. 


Spirit: When you say that they retired 
the 1 percent, and replaced them, what 
was the nature of the economic transfor- 
mation they set in motion? 

Lakey: They were able to set up a new 
society in which they could virtually elimi- 
nate poverty, get rid of slums, open higher 
education for free, make an assured secure 
retirement available to all, create a health 
care system second to none for everyone. 

Norway is a very long country. It 
extends even north of the Arctic Circle. If 
you’re way at the north end of the country 
and you get a brain tumor that needs 
surgery that only somebody in the other 
end of the country can do — say, in the 
capital city of Oslo — the system itself 
flies you to that hospital to take care of 
your surgery. Universal daycare, universal 
this, universal that. They were able to 
establish all those things because the 1 
percent no longer had the veto power that 
they had had previously. 


Spirit: That’s exactly the economic 
transformation our system needs and it’s 


a central goal guiding the Occupy move- 
ment, and the homeless movements we’re 


involved in. Maybe what we need is to 
create time machines to pull in those 
knowledgeable activists from Norway and 
Sweden to show us how to do it. 

Lakey: Well, they can start by reading 
our database. 


Spirit: J knew that would give you an 
advertisement [laughs]. You’ve written that 
the conventional wisdom shared by the left, 
right and center is that violence is the most 
powerful political force of all. Why do you 
say this belief is as popular as the belief 
that the earth is flat, and just as incorrect? 

Lakey: Because it doesn’t turn out to be 
true. Just as some brave people were will- 
ing to sail from Europe to the west and 
hope they wouldn’t fall off the edge of the 
earth and then it turned out that they didn’t, 
so also there have been some brave people 
who, despite conventional wisdom, went up 
against entrenched, violent dictatorships 
and overthrew them nonviolently, in situa- 
tions where previous violent attempts had 
failed. So it’s obvious that violence, while it 
has some power, is simply not as powerful 
as nonviolence in these cases. 


Spirit: You contend that people power 
is more powerful than military force. 
Again, that is counterintuitive for most 
people, who believe the exact opposite is 
true. After a lifetime of research and 
activism, what makes you believe that the 
unarmed power of the people can be a 
stronger force than military power? 

Lakey: Let me tackle the other end of 
it. The reason why people believe that 
violence is more powerful than nonvio- 
lence is not accidental. That is the mes- 
sage that is taught to us by the 1 percent. 
In all societies in which people believe 
violence is more powerful than nonvio- 
lence, the 1 percent has messaged that, 
has drummed that into people’s con- 
sciousness as clearly as racism has been 
drummed into the consciousness of little 
girls and boys in the United States or 


“Foreclose on the 1%” 


South Africa. It’s the 1 percent that works 
very hard to convince us that violence is 
the most powerful thing. 

So those in Occupy who want to be 
cynical about the intentions of the 1 per- 


cent might ask themselves: Why is it so 
important to the 1 percent that we believe 


that violence is more powerful? It’s so 
important because then they know they 
can beat us, because they are the ones 
who have the overwhelming instruments 
of violence. They can keep us in line as 
long as we believe that violence is the 
most powerful force. So it is this massive 
manipulation that is thousands of years 
old, maybe older than that, and it’s totally 
in alignment with the patriarchy. 


Spirit: You’ve found that the success 
or failure of social-change movements 
often depends on who is most believable 
in charging the other side with instigating 
violence. Why is that so important? 

Lakey: Because violence offends us. 
Violence is actually against human nature 
— it offends us. Start beating somebody 
up on any street and notice the reactions 
of the people walking down the street. 
The sight, the smell, the sound of violence 
is offensive. It violates our sensibility. 


Spirit: Why do the authorities believe 
it is so important to not be labeled as vio- 
lent and not be exposed in using police 
violence in defense of an unjust system? 

Lakey: It delegitimizes them. What’s 
going on with Syria right now. The gov- 
ernment of Syria has turned from a so-so 
state into, in the world’s estimation, a 
rogue state because of the use of violence. 
Violence discredits the purveyors of it. 

Police have to work very hard to stay 


legitimate in our society because they often - 


have to use violence, so they have a very 
hard time using violence and at the same 
time being regarded positively. Yet it’s 
very important for their work that they be 
viewed positively. So the state has to do all 
this tremendous work to keep their legiti- 
macy going as the purveyors of violence. 
The same with the army, the same with the 
soldiers. Tremendous cultural effort goes 
into trying to maintain the legitimacy of 
violence. It’s very tough. 


Poster created by Dignidad Rebelde, Oakland. CA 


Also, training has to be very, very 
intense by the military to even get people 
to be willing to shoot their weapons in sit- 
uations where they’re in danger. As late as 
the Korean War, there were many soldiers 
on battlefields not squeezing the trigger, 
or shooting overhead, rather than shooting 
the soldier on the other side. 

So even though I understand that there 
are some people in the Occupy movement 
who are very attracted and intrigued by 
violence, I think they have a very, very 
partial view of the larger cultural signifi- 
cance of violence and how it’s been used 
and manipulated by the 1 percent. 


Spirit: In the early days of Occupy 
Wall Street, the movement won a huge 
influx of public sympathy because people 
were outraged by the irresponsible vio- 
lence of New York police. Now, in 
Oakland, the public has begun perceiving 
some of the protesters as violent and that 
seems to be eroding public support. Is 
that the kind of pattern that has lessened 
public support in other movements? 

Lakey: Oh, yes. All the movements | 
can think of that we have in the database 
in which they won, that dynamic was at 
work. There are colleagues of mine who 
call this the “paradox of repression” 
because the repression is initiated by the 
state in order to defeat the movement and 
instead the movement grows. It’s what 
Gene Sharp called political jiu-jitsu. 


Spirit: Police repression boomerangs 
on the state and delegitimizes it. 

Lakey: Exactly. If anyone wants to see 
case after case after case of just that pat- 
tern, the database shows that. Sometimes, 
campaigns are on the skids, they’re just 
not getting much support, not much is 
happening, not much growth. It looks like 
the regime is very safe and then the 
regime makes the mistake of snatching 
some student and torturing them all night. 
The word gets out and suddenly there’s 
another 10,000 people in the street. 


Spirit: That was certainly true with the 
civil rights movement, when completely 
nonviolent protesters were met with enor- 
mous violence from police. Just the shock 
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of people seeing that violence really 
helped the movement grow, and the pro- 
testers’ courage in facing that violence 
also inspired support. 

Lakey: Here’s another specific exam- 
ple. I write the case in the nonviolent 
database about the South Korean over- 
throw of a dictator in 1986-87. Students 
and young people were very involved in 
that campaign, but also pastors and pro- 
fessors and workers and some farmers as 
well. It’s an example of times when the 
movement wasn’t doing that great and 
then the government over-reacts. 

So on June 9, 1987, a student was hit by 
a teargas bomb and fatally injured and the 
next day, a huge rally was organized which, 
in turn, led to a parade with a million peo- 
ple on June 26. So the student dying from 
that teargas fragment led to a million people 
brought into the streets. Actually this was 
the climax of that struggle, and one of the 
significant things was that it had basically 
been students and working-class people, but 
when that student died, the middle class 
joined the struggle. 

One reason that is so important for 
Occupy is that the Occupy movement is 
about economics and it is about the work- 
ing class being oppressed in this country 
by the | percent. A lot of the management 
work of oppressing working-class people 
in the U.S. is done by middle-class peo- 
ple, so middle-class people themselves are 
ambivalent in the U.S. political system. A 
part of them is leaning toward Occupy, 
especially the part of them who are losing 
job opportunities or whose jobs are inse- 
cure and who are wondering how they are 
ever going to pay the higher and higher 
tuitions. But a vast part of the middle 
class tends, decade after decade, to give 
the 1 percent the benefit of the doubt. 

The people on top know this and they 
know that they’ve got to hold the middle- 
class people on their side, because 1 per- 
cent is not very many people. So the 
South Korean story of 1986-87, where the 
middle class as usual held back and then, 
with the workers and students out in front 
suffering terribly, and then the repression 
became naked and clear, and the middle- 
class people turned out and that was the 
end of the dictatorship. 


Spirit: In the U.S., when the over- 
whelming violence of the segregation sys- 
tem was shown on television — with peo- 
ple being beat, shot, arrested, churches 
being bombed, little girls being killed — 
that pushed a lot of the middle class that 
had been sitting on the sidelines to sup- 
port the civil rights movement. 

Lakey: Exactly, exactly right. 


Spirit: And before that happened, King 
and his followers were being blamed by 
the media and by the political powers in 
the South with fomenting violence. 

Lakey: That’s right and I wrote an 
article describing that pattern on the 
Waging Nonviolence website called 
“Who’s Really Violent? Tips for 
Controlling the Narrative.” It’s very 
important to show the public who is really 
being violent. Especially when the move- 
ment is still young and only beginning to 
get its message out, politicians and the 
media will often succeed in blaming every 
appearance of violence on the protesters. 
Reversing this narrative in the public per- 
ception and exposing the system’s violent 
face of injustice is one of a growing 
movement’s most important challenges. 


Spirit: Civil rights activists were por- 
trayed as causing violence because their 
marches and sit-ins would lead to police 
repression. King had to show the public 
that the real violence was caused by those 
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gation. How did the movement switch this 
debate around so effectively? 

Lakey: They did turn the debate around 
sufficiently to win, over and over. They 
didn’t win every battle, but they won a 
number of campaigns and they did it 
through heightening the contrast between 
their behavior and the security forces. One 
time when they didn’t succeed was in 
Albany, Georgia, where the local police 
chief defeated King and defeated the move- 
ment. He defeated them by having the 
police be very low key —only do the bru- 
tality in the jailhouses, out of reach of T.V. 
— but in public being very well behaved. 
So the contrast wasn’t heightened in 
Albany and the movement lost. 


Spirit: In those places where the move- 
ment was successful, how did activists 
heighten the contrast between their nonvio- 
lence and the state’s violence? 

Lakey: There’s a variety of ways of 
doing that. Andrew Young, one of the key 
workers with Martin Luther King, once 
explained it to a group of us here in 
Philly. He said, “You probably wondered 


why it is that when we do a march down | 


to a point of confrontation, we’ll get the 
people down on their knees to pray. Well, 
you probably figured the pastors do that 
because they believe in divine interven- 
tion.” And Young said, “Yeah, sure, 
divine intervention’s a good idea, but the 
main reason we do that is because people 
down on their knees can’t run, and when 
the police come out with their nightsticks 
and start beating on people, people have a 
natural wish to run.” 

But running does not heighten the con- 
trast — he didn’t use that phrase, that’s 
my phrase. Running does not heighten the 
contrast between the activists and the pur- 
veyors of violence. The running, toa T.V. 
or a news photographer or a bystander, 
just looks like a riot and it gets reported in 
the news, that black people rioted on the 
streets of Birmingham, whatever. So 


sometimes you need to heighten the con- 


trast in order to make your point, and if 
that means getting people on their knees 
so they won’t run, great. 

A good example of the movement not 
understanding that was Chicago in 1968 
in the Democratic National Convention, 
where demonstrators coming from all 
over the country were set upon by the 
police. They started to run away and the 
police chased them and bloodied them 
even in the lobby of the Hilton Hotel, 
where the police finally caught up with 
some of the demonstrators and beat them 
to a pulp inside the lobby on the expen- 
sive carpet. But the way it was covered in 
the media was: Activists Riot in Chicago. 
It took a national investigation to deter- 
mine it was actually the police who rioted; 
it wasn’t the students who rioted. There’s 
no reason for Occupy people to make all 
of these same mistakes again. 


Spirit: Something very similar to that 
occurred in Oakland. The police attacked 
marchers on January 28 and were terribly 
violent to them. But when they ran, and 
escaped through the YMCA, it looked to the 
public like they were at fault when they 
were just trying to escape the violence. 

Lakey: Exactly. So white radicals need 
to learn from their black sisters and broth- 
ers in the civil rights movement. 


Spirit: Civil rights activist James 
Bevel warned about how throwing bricks 
backfires and discredits the movement. 

Lakey: Well, Jim Bevel said that one of 
those bricks might very well take the eye 
out of a police officer. If that happens, then 
the story about the demonstration is vio- 
lence done against the police and the sym- 
pathy of the public goes to that police offi- 


who supported the racist system of segre-~ cet. No matter how many of us got beaten, 


the sympathy and the focus gets to be made 
on that brick and that police officer. So 
what that means is that whether you had a 
hundred or a thousand people standing up 


for their rights, their voices go unheard 


because the brick has a bigger impact than 
the voices of all those people. 

So organizers have to ask themselves: 
who do we want to be heard? The people 
who are taking these risks and going out 
and facing the police — do we want their 
concerns to be expressed, do we want 
their struggle against racism or their strug- 
gle against poverty to get expressed? Or 
do we want that person who threw a brick 
to be the dominant part, the lead part of 
the story? So from Bevel’s point of view, 
it’s a tremendous disrespect to most peo- 
ple who come to a demonstration and are 
taking a risk, to take away their voice by 
giving the headline to the brick or bottle. 


Spirit: One of the most effective ways 
the civil rights movement heightened the 
contrast occurred when polite students 
demonstrated peacefully, with great disci- 
pline, and the media showed incredibly 
brutal police attacking them anyway. 

Lakey: Right. The Birmingham cam- 
paign wasn’t doing that great until Sheriff 
Bull Connor unleashed the hoses. But he 
wouldn’t have unleashed the hoses if the 
movement hadn’t kept persisting, persist- 
ing, persisting. Then the contrast between 
the water hoses and the often young people 
walking down the street in a highly peace- 
ful and dignified way, singing songs and 
carrying their bibles, was a very effective 
example of heightening the contrast. 

The Occupy movement has plenty of 
imaginative people and once they get the 
concept clear they can figure out a thousand 
ways to do it. We can use our imaginations 
once we get the concept clear. Don’t waste 
your time complaining about the media. 
Work with what is, and then use your imag- 
ination to be powerful. That’s what success- 
ful movements have always done. Pitiful, 
losing movements complain about mass 
media or they complain about the police 
beating them up. That’s the behavior of a 
loser and that will not inspire America to 
rise up against the 1 percent. 


Spirit: The Occupy movement had 
enormous sympathy in Oakland after Scott 
Olsen and others were shot with gas canis- 
ters by the police and were very brutally 
mistreated. The movement was able to 
mobilize 20,000 people and shut down the 
Port of Oakland in November, then again 
in December — amazing achievements. 
But at the very tail end of otherwise nonvi- 
olent and successful protests, a few people 
begin throwing rocks at the police, starting 
fires, and trashing buildings. Given your 
research into these patterns in past move- 
ments, what effect does that have on the 
movement's success? 

Lakey: Well that reduces the contrast, 
doesn’t it? It reduces the contrast between 
the violence of the police and now the 
violence of protesters. And even though I 
don’t consider property violence to be 
violence, it’s read that way by many peo- 
ple who would like to be our allies. 

In Philadelphia, in 2000, when the 
Republican National Convention came 
here, the movement activists started out 
with the high ground. We entered that 
convention in great shape and the police 
entered the convention in terrible shape in 
the eyes of the public — having just been 
caught on film doing horrible police bru- 
tality. And at the end of the Republican 


The people who are taking these risks and going out and 
facing the police — do we want their concerns to be 
expressed, do we want their struggle against racism or 
their struggle against poverty to get expressed? Or do we 
want that person who threw a brick to be the dominant 
part, the lead part of the story? 


Convention, the activists looked like shit 
and the police looked great. 


Spirit: What caused the reversal? 

Lakey: What happened was that the 
contrast was turned around. The police 
chief, who is a very smart man who had 
learned a lot from Seattle in 1999, made 
sure that the police in the public eye were 
very restrained. On the movement side, we 
didn’t make sure our folks looked dignified 


and respectful of others. Instead, there was — 


a lot of stopping of traffic, people desperate 
to get to daycare to pick up Johnny or 
Susan couldn’t do it because of huge traffic 
jams caused at random by people charging 
into the street with no strategic objective, 
no sense at all. Plus the property destruc- 
tion stuff and vandalism. 

So the police came out looking like 
heroes and we came out looking like 
losers. It was a tremendous reversal for 
the movement and it was because this 
concept of contrast was successfully used 
by the police. One of the reasons I 
stopped going to these large bashes of 
people gathered together, was because 
each of these large aggregations of people 
who come to the Republican Convention, 
the Democratic Convention, only set the 
movement back more. 

Gandhi would be horrified to think that 
we should have our agenda set by where 
the power holders meet. What an acknowl- 
edgement of our powerlessness to say we 
have to go to where the power holders are 
and make a rumpus. Gandhi’s first princi- 
pal strategy was be on the offensive, don’t 
be reactive. Be on the offensive and choose 
our own turf rather than running from place 
to place where power holders are meeting 
and trying to do a protest. It has very, very 
little utility in most cases. I’m truly hopeful 
that the Occupy movement wants to do 
something different, wants to have a learn- 
ing curve and learn faster than the police 
about how to do effective nonviolent direct 
action campaigns. 


Spirit: Poland’s Solidarity Movement 
originally committed property destruction 
in their strikes and occupations, but they 
learned that property destruction reduced 
their allies and also gave the police state 
justification to come down hard on them. 
What happened when they renounced 
property destruction and adhered more to 
a nonviolent mode of conflict? 

Lakey: They grew, and the legitimacy 
of the state declined because the state was 
in a bind. How was it going to defeat soli- 
darity without repression? So it had to do 
repression, but if it didn’t have the justifica- 
tion any more. If the authorities couldn’t 
use as justification Solidarity’s own use of 
property destruction, then their repressive 
violence was all the more naked and so they 
looked even worse. And that, of course, 
hurt them, so they end up losing the strug- 
gle and Solidarity won. 


Spirit: What can today’s movements 
learn from that? 

Lakey: That if we do stuff that justifies 
— in the eyes of the uncommitted — the 
repression of the state, we will certainly 
lose. And the uncommitted are, of course, 
most of the 99 percent. The Occupy move- 
ment is a very tiny part of the 99 percent. 
We need a lot more of those people. At 
present, they are not committed, they are 
watching with great interest and many of 
them are watching with great hope and we 
can win them over. But the only way to 
win them over is through strict adherence 
to nonviolent struggle. 
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to scholars in the field of security studies. 

When Stephan discussed cases in the 
Philippines and Serbia where nonviolent 
resistance had achieved what years of 
armed uprising had been unable to accom- 
plish, Chenoweth expressed such strong 
skepticism about nonviolent movements 
that people suggested she do a systematic 
comparison of the two kinds of struggles. 

So Chenoweth and Stephan joined 
together to compare the effectiveness of 
hundreds of nonviolent and violent resis- 
tance campaigns. The two scholars made 
an odd couple, given their widely diver- 
- gent belief systems. 

Chenoweth said, “Maria was an expert 
in nonviolent conflicts when we met and [ 
was an expert in armed insurgency and 
terrorism. So our meeting was somewhat 
accidental. | was going to be the one to 
show that nonviolent resistance didn’t 
have a superior record to armed conflict.” 

Chenoweth had spent four years get- 
ting her Ph.D. in terrorism studies and had 
come to believe that armed insurgency 
only happens because people found it is 
the best way to achieve their aims. 

Yet, she found that researching hundreds 
of movements completely challenged what 
she now calls her “typical, structure-based, 
politically biased assumptions” about the 
greater effectiveness of armed struggles. “I 
did the research and I’m shocked,” she said. 

“T think there are a lot of assumptions in 
our field that drive us to conclude that non- 
violent resistance is ineffective or that it 
can’t be effective in certain circumstances.” 

Perhaps the most extraordinary testimo- 
ny to the deeply insightful — almost clair- 


voyant — conclusions of the authors is that 
they completed their book before the grass- 


roots rebellions of the Arab Spring toppled 
one dictator after another. That seemed 
beyond imagining when this book was writ- 
ten, yet the people power movements that 
arose in the Arab Spring seem to be 
irrefutable vindication of the authors’ 
analysis of nonviolent insurrections. 

Their research had convinced them that 
nonviolent resistance was “perfectly 
viable as a strategy for removing authori- 


tarian regimes and achieving self-determi-- 


nation almost anywhere in the world.” 
Nevertheless, they still could not have 
expected the lightning-fast wave of nonvi- 
olent movements that toppled authoritari- 
an regimes in the Middle East in the first 
months of 2011. 

The events of the Arab Spring certainly 
seem to justify nearly all of the hopes 
raised by the two women’s momentous 
study of nonviolent movements. 

The last sentence in the epilogue of Why 
Civil Resistance Works speaks powerfully 
of those hopes. They write: “If these last 
several months have taught us anything, it 
is that nonviolent resistance can be a near- 
unstoppable force for change in our world, 
even in the most unlikely circumstances.” 

The word Zeitgeist is translated as “the 
spirit of the times.” At certain providential 
moments, it becomes possible to see the 
spirit of the times flow through the mas- 
sive movements in Egypt and Tunisia. 
The same spirit seems to be on the march 
in the Occupy movements in Oakland, 
San Francisco and New York City. 

The same spirit of the times also seems 
present in the scrupulous research of two 
highly original scholars who had the 
audacity to challenge generations of mili- 
tary analysis and security studies. In doing 
so, they have given us all the gift of new 
hope in the power of the people. 

As I interviewed Erica Chenoweth 
about her research into social-change 
movements, her insights leaped out with 
great clarity, enthusiasm and intensity. 


Street Spirit: Your book, Why Civil 
Resistance Works, analyzes an enormous 
number of campaigns seeking to change 
society, both violently and nonviolently — 
323 campaigns in all. Is this one of the 
most comprehensive studies of social 
change movements that you know of? 

Erica Chenoweth: Yes, to my knowl- 
edge this is the most comprehensive in 
terms of the global coverage and the time 
period covered. There is another project at 
Swarthmore College now that’s led by 
George Lakey called the Global 
Nonviolent Action Database, and that’s an 
online portal where activists can go and 
look at nonviolent campaigns that have 
existed over the past 500-plus years. 

Lakey has collected data on those cam- 
paigns, what happened, what they were 
about, and his data have far more reach 
because he covers everything from Sri 
Lankan veterinarians striking to get better 
conditions for elephants, to things like 
anti-dictator campaigns of the type that 
Maria Stephan and I analyzed. 


Spirit: This is such a small world — 
tomorrow I’m interviewing George Lakey 
on the issues of nonviolence. In the 323 
campaigns you studied all over the world, 
what did you find about the relative suc- 
cess of violent versus nonviolent efforts? 

Chenoweth: We found that during the 
period of 1900 to 2006, nonviolent resis- 
tance campaigns are about twice as effec- 
tive as violent ones in achieving their 
immediate goals of either regime change 
or territorial change. We also found that 
these trends hold even under conditions 
where most people expect nonviolent 
resistance to be ineffective. 

Nonviolent campaigns were effective, 
for instance, against dictatorships; against 
highly repressive regimes that are using 
violent and brutal repression against the 
movements; and also in places where peo- 
ple would expect a nonviolent campaign 
to be impossible to even emerge in the 
first place — such as very closed societies 
with no civil society organization to speak 
of prior to the onset of the campaign. 


Spirit: That’s what I found so ground- 
breaking about your research. Many peo- 
ple feel that nonviolent resistance can’t 
succeed against a dictator who will resort 
to scorched-earth tactics and genocide. 
You set out on the very difficult task of 
investigating whether nonviolent cam- 
paigns can actually overthrow militaristic 
regimes and dictatorships. What led you 
to take on such a difficult investigation? 

Chenoweth: We did it precisely 
because of the skepticism that a lot of 
people have about the efficacy of nonvio- 
lence in these circumstances: In most of 
the violent insurgencies we look at, peo- 
ple will say the reason they are violent is 
because nonviolent resistance can’t work 
in these conditions. So this is why it’s par- 
ticularly striking that even in these types 
of conflicts, we’re seeing nonviolence 
resistance outperform so dramatically. 


Spirit: One explanation you arrive at 
for the greater success of nonviolent move- 
ments is that they have “a participation 
advantage” over violent campaigns. How 
does that contribute to their success? 

Chenoweth: Yes, we find that the 
average nonviolent campaign is some- 
thing like four times larger than the aver- 
age violent campaign, and, in general, we 
can see in our data that the nonviolent 
campaigns are far superior at eliciting 
active participation. Now, sometimes you 
will see armed campaigns that have what 
you might call passive support by the 
society. You know, they might have some 
insurgents hiding in the backyard when 
the police come and ask if there are insur- 
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gents in the backyard, and people Say no. 
But in the actual prosecution of the con- 
flict, you see civilians in armed conflicts 
mostly just trying to stay out of the way, 
stay out of the crossfire. 

Whereas, with nonviolent campaigns, 
unarmed civilians are the actual active 
agents of the conflict. They’re prosecuting 
the conflict themselves and we see that 
this activates a number of points of lever- 
age that are already in the society because 
no regime is a monolith that exists in iso- 
lation from the people that it rules. 


Spirit: It depends on the cooperation 
of people in many sectors of society. 

Chenoweth: Exactly. Exactly, and 
that’s why people can participate by 
removing their assent. 


Spirit: And since nonviolent cam- 
paigns tend to have higher degrees of 
civilian participation, there are more 
areas where people can remove their 
cooperation as an act of resistance? 

Chenoweth: That’s right, and in par- 
ticular when this happens in key pillars of 
support — like among the economic elite, 
or business elites or security forces — 
usually this is the mechanism by which 
nonviolent campaigns succeed. So they’re 
not winning just because they’re creating 
a moral dilemma for the opponent. Most 
of these campaigns occur in such extreme 
conditions, that dictators would be happy 
to launch scorched-earth campaigns and 
indeed have tried to do so. 

But just because they want to do so, 
that doesn’t mean they’re capable of 
doing it, because they rely on the obedi- 
ence of a number of pillars of support in 
order to carry out those types of orders. 
And what we find with massive, sustained 
participation in a nonviolent campaign is 
that most dictators find it extremely diffi- 
cult to indefinitely maintain the obedience 
of their security forces, in particular. 


Spirit: You found that not only are 
nonviolent campaigns twice as likely to be 
successful, but they are more likely to 
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leave in their wake democratic societies 
and are less likely to relapse into civil 
war. Why is that true? 

Chenoweth: We find that nonviolent 
campaigns tend to be followed by more 
democratic governments and they also tend 
to be associated with a lower probability of 
civil war relapse. Maria Stephan and I spec- 
ulate that this is because of the actual prac- 
tice of nonviolently building civil society 
from the ground up in the most active way 
possible. One thing that many of us know 
from democratization research is that an 
active civil society really enhances the 
responsiveness of the government to its 
people. So the key thing with democracy 
is establishing these norms of consent. 

When civil resistance campaigns pre- 
vail, they tend to enshrine norms of con- 
sent. Whereas, with an armed struggle, the 
norms that are being generated during the 
campaign generally tend to be more mar- 
tial values. So when armed campaigns 
win, usually if they win by the sword, 
they rule by the sword. There’s no real 
incentive to give up their arms. 

So you end up with a much more tense 
scene where there are multiple, different 
armed groups in the society vying for con- 
trol. These types of conditions are not 
very amenable to either democratic con- 
solidation or durable peace. 


Spirit: [t’s almost a lesson in karma 
about being careful how you build a move- 
ment. If you build a democratic movement 
with lots of people participating, that’s the 
legacy you’re leaving for your society’s 
future. If secretive bands of armed insur- 
gents take over, then, as you said, they’re 
going to rule by the sword. 

Chenoweth: Yes. I think it obviously 
depends on what the movement intends to © 
do — or what their visions of the society 
is that they’re trying to create. You know, 
some movements don’t have a democratic 
vision of the society they’re trying to cre- 
ate. In our research, we try to suspend that 
judgment about what the goals of the 
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movements are and instead just try to 
focus on whether they succeed or fail and 
then what the outcomes are. But I think in 
some ways what we’re showing is that 
method matters more than ideology. 


Spirit: The method of a movement 
matters more than its ideology? What do 
you mean by that? I think of Gandhi, who 
said_the ends don’t justify the means, so 
movements must be very conscientious 
about the means used to change society. 

Chenoweth: If a campaign uses nonvi- 
olent methods, that might make them have 
to practice more nonviolent forms of gov- 
ernment when they succeed, because the 
people that brought them to power expect 
that. And they also have demonstrated 
that, “We can do this again if you fail us.” 

So, for example, Lech Walesa came to 
power when the Solidarity movement suc- 
ceeded in Poland. Once he became the 
president, he experienced more protests 
and more strikes after his ascendancy than 
the Solidarity movement had before the 
Communists fell. 


Spirit: People kept organizing because 
they didn’t want Walesa to be tyrannical. 

Chenoweth: It was basically the Polish 
people saying, “We want to see you tie 
your own hands and not turn into a tyrant.” 
No person is above the temptations of 
power, so we’re going to take responsibility 
in our society for making sure you don’t 
succumb to those temptations. 

But imagine if Lech Walesa had come 
to power with an armed insurgency. Well 
then, the temptation would simply be to 
wipe out all of the opponents who were 
standing in the way and who might also 
launch a subsequent armed uprising to 
overthrow him. So yeah, I think it matters 
how you fight, I think how you fight 
determines in large part how you ‘re 
going to rule when you win. 


Spirit: Under what conditions are 
nonviolent campaigns most likely to suc- 
ceed and when are they most likely to 
fail? Did you discover any general pat- 
terns here? 

Chenoweth: In terms of when nonvio- 
lent movements fail, we do find that when 
they fail to achieve mass participation, 
they’re basically unlikely to succeed. So 
I’m looking more at why some move- 
ments fail to achieve mass participation. I 
can think of three sorts of things that they 
should look for if they feel their mobiliza- 
tion is faltering. The first is message. 


Spirit: The message of the movement? 

Chenoweth: Yes, the message. So, 
basically, do we have a grievance that’s 
widely shared in this society, that’s res- 
onating with ordinary people? The second 
thing is method. Are the actual tactics that 
we're selecting demonstrating our credi- 
bility with the movement and our staying 
power and our viability? And the third 
thing is timing You know, I think a lot of 
movements think that they can just kind 
of create interest where there isn’t a lot of 
interest there [laughs]. And sometimes, 
it’s not generating interest because the 
timing isn’t quite right. 


Spirit: Can you go back to your second 
point and explain a little more what you 
mean about the method of a movement? 

Chenoweth: We must ask if the meth- 
ods that we’re using — in terms of the 
tactics, demonstrations, strikes, boycotts, 
these sorts of things — are they communi- 
cating to wider audiences that we’re credi- 
ble and viable? 

One of the debates going on right now 
in the Occupy movement is whether the 
black bloc is helping the movement or 
hurting the movement. I think that a more 
interesting question isn’t whether it’s 
helping or hurting the movement per se, 


but whether it’s attracting participation 
from ordinary people or whether it’s 
reducing participation from ordinary peo- 
ple. Any type of method should be mea- 
sured against this: Is this increasing our 
mobilization potential or decreasing it? 

And the more diverse the participation, 
the better. Generally, movements do well 
when they have a very diverse representa- 
tion among their participants. So this 
means people, just ordinary families, it’s 
elderly, it’s youth, it’s children, it’s all 
kinds of races and classes and also differ- 
ent political backgrounds. So if there’s a 
certain type of method that seems to be 
identified with only a very narrow part of 
the movement, that usually makes people 
feel like it’s exclusive in some way. 


Spirit: You found that even the success 
of violent campaigns depends on receiv- 
ing mass popular support and that’s espe- 
cially essential in nonviolent campaigns. 
When Occupy first began, there was such 
widespread support based on this great 
sense that Occupy was really carrying a 
message that many people were feeling 
about economic inequality. What can the 
Occupy movement do to increase that 
level of support and what are the danger 
signs of alienating public support? 

Chenoweth: The recent research, not 
my research per se, but some research 
coming out on social movements, shows 
that every participant in a campaign has a 
risk and gain calculation. So they think 
about how much risk am I willing to 
assume toward this end. 

The second thing is how viable is the 
campaign that I’m considering joining — 
is it going to succeed or fail? This is just 
the plain old human idea that we all want 
to put our money behind the winning 
horse. So there are a couple of things that 
I think can be done. I think articulating to 
people that the Occupy movement is a 
nonviolent movement is very critical. 


Spirit: Why is it crucial? 
_ Chenoweth: Because I think that peo- 
ple don’t want to be associated with 
something that isn’t nonviolent. Now, 
that’s a generalization and it’s not going 
to apply to everybody, but I know a lot of 


- people, actually personally, who partici- 


pated in Occupy Oakland actions at the 
beginning of the campaign — at the Port 
of Oakland shutdown — who don’t want 
to be identified with it anymore because 
of what they see as its indiscipline. 

You can debate and you can theorize 
about whether it’s justified to engage in 
more property destruction or intimidation 
or things like this. You can have debates 
about that, but the fact is it reduces partic- 
ipation, and participation is the one thing 
that the movement needs more than any- 
thing else, I mean it’s an actual necessary 
prerequisite to the success of the cam- 
paign to obtain broad-based participation. 


Spirit: What else do you see happen- 
ing with Occupy? 

Chenoweth: Okay, the second thing is 
that I think there is an interesting problem 
in the campaign, which is the lack of 
structure. I understand that the lack of 
structure often serves a strategic purpose, 
which is that it casts a wide net. People 
can participate as they see fit and in more 
of an ad hoc way, and it also has an ideo- 
logical reason for a lot of people. 

A lot of people think that having a more 
leaderless organization is a vision of the 
type of society they want to see in the 
world, so they want the movement to repre- 
sent that. But there should also be a recog- 
nition of the strategic limitations of this 
type of organization. I think what we’re 
seeing a lot with the Occupy movement is 
the fallout, the strategic fallout of having no 
real organization and leadership. 


Spirit: What strategic fall out are you 


talking about? 

Chenoweth: I’d cail it a lack of overall 
strategic vision and a lack of expressing 
the particular goals that the movement 
wants to see met. For instance, when 
would the movement be satisfied? What is 
actually the end game that all of the 
movements can agree to? Not all of the 
different Occupy movements have to 
agree on all of the different things, you 
know, but I think they should at least be 
able to articulate a 10-point expression of 
what they all do agree about. 

But the other thing is just the indisci- 
pline in the movement with regards to 
methods. So what’s going to happen with 
Occupy is that I think the campaign is just 
going to start eating itself. 


- Spirit: What do you mean by that? 

Chenoweth: Interestingly, in some of 
the data follow-up that I’ve been doing 
with the study, we can see that leaderless 
movements tend to fail. Leaderless move- 
ments tend to fail at a much higher rate 
than movements where there is a leader- 
ship at the top that is saying, “We are 
committed to nonviolent resistance. If 
you're not using nonviolent resistance 
you’re not part of the campaign.” — 

The second thing is that we must say, 
these are the things that we want. And you 
provide a body with whom the other side 
can have a conversation. 

The third thing is that having leadership 
allows for planning — like actual, collec- 
tive planning and coordination. So, ironi- 
cally, the ideology that’s expressed in the 
Occupy movement is completely at odds 
with the type of organizational structure 
that tends to succeed in other nonviolent 
campaigns. It’s important to have a dis- 
tinct, unified leadership that represents the 
movement. It doesn’t have to be a charis- 
matic leader. It just needs to be a board or a 
council of people that are the legitimate 
voices that speak for the movement. 


Spirit: Your research shows that there 
are fewer physical barriers to taking part 
in nonviolent campaigns, in part because 
participation in nonviolent resistance 
doesn’t generally require physical 
strength or agility or youth. So, participa- 
tion is open to families, women with chil- 
dren, elderly people and disabled people. 
But participation in violent resistance is 
often physically prohibitive to those 
groups. Some Occupy activists have made 
the point that tactics like street fighting, 
throwing rocks and running inevitably 
exclude people we don’t want to exclude 
in a democratic movement. So, when you 
studied the barriers to participation to 
violent campaigns, does that have a corol- 
lary with the Occupy movement? 

Chenoweth: Yes. Actually, it’s the 
very first thing I thought of when I started 
seeing the street fighting going on. I 
thought, well, this basically is going to be 
the end of participation of most of the 
people the movement needs to succeed. 

In fact, I think it is a mistake to think 
that youth should be at the vanguard of 
any revolutionary movement. That’s basi- 
cally a recipe for indiscipline — and I am 
one, I’m a youth [laughs]. So I know 
exactly what the young pulse is and I 
know the resistance to taking direction 
from older people. You feel like they’re 
saying: “Well I’ve been there, I’ve done it 
and here’s what we’re going to do.” But 
the truth is that revolutions win because 
the elderly are on board, not just because 
the youth are on board. 


Spirit: Many people feel that young 
people are crucial to social-change move- 
ments. Can you be more specific about 
why you feel it’s a mistake to look at 
youth as the vanguard? 

Chenoweth: I think the problem is 
impatience. There’s the sense that if we 
haven’t won in six months, we have to 
escalate and take it to the next level. But 
the truth is that the average nonviolent 


campaign, in our data set at least, takes 
three years to run its course. So if the 
campaign hasn’t been using concerted, 
well-thought-out, well-executed civil 
resistance for three years to no effect 
there’s really no justification yet for any 
type of escalation to any type of other 
methods. And even at the three-year 
point, it doesn’t necessarily mean that you 
run out of Gene Sharp’s 198 potential 
methods you could be using [laughs]. 
Sometimes it just means a strategic redi- 
rection of nonviolent methods. 


So what I fear with a lot of youth move- 


ments is that there is an impulse to succeed 
immediately or else to escalate. I have 
friends, or colleagues, that I worked with 
from the Otpor Movement in Serbia. 
[Editor’s note: Otpor was a civic youth 
movement in Serbia that waged a two-year 
nonviolent struggle that was crucial in 


overthrowing Siobodan Milosevic in 2000. - 


Otpor means resistance in English.] 

They said that after the overthrow of 
Milosevic in 2000, that Otpor formed its 
own political party and ran for parliamen- 
tary seats and was devastated when they 
got one percent of the vote. They went 
around and tried to ask people what this 
was about and they said, “We’re happy 
that you helped organize the revolution, 
but we don’t want you to rule us [laughs]. 
We don’t want you in charge.” 

There is a sense that the energy and the 
enthusiasm is most welcome, but not 
when taken to extremes. What most revo- 
lutions really need is calm, thoughtful, 
patient planning about 95 percent of the 


time, and five percent of the time, the 


actions — which are what the youth are 
so attracted to. 


Spirit: Didn’t your research also show 
that the secrecy and clandestine methods 
needed in violent campaigns can prevent 
many people from joining? 

Chenoweth: Yes, the clandestine 
nature of armed struggles really limits 
their communication potential. What I 
mean by that, is that they have a hard time 
demonstrating to the general public that 
they are many in number and that they are 
viable. And the only way that they tend to 
demonstrate that is either through propa- 
ganda — and everyone knows they are 
over-representing their size when they’re 
doing propaganda — or through arme 
actions themselves. : 

When you are relying on armed actions 
to carry a message for you, there is a real- 
ly good chance that that message is going 
to get distorted. It’s not because there is 
some kind of a huge conspiracy by the 
mainstream media to distort your mes- 
sage, it’s actually a psychological phe- 
nomenon that when human beings as ani- 
mals see violence they try to avoid it. So 
our brains tell us when we see some sort 
of violence or when we see destruction, 


_ that it’s a threat to me. Even if we sympa- 


thize or agree with it, we generally stay 
away from conditions or situations that 
look like they could be physically threat- 
ening to a person. So whenever you have 
to rely exclusively on violent tactics to get 
your message across, there is a really 
good chance that people will misinterpret 
what you’re about. 


Spirit: [f a movement is open and trans- 
parent, that may reassure its members, but 
doesn’t openly communicating about 
actions run the risk of police repression? 

Chenoweth: In the United States, it is 
not illegal to organize nonviolent action 
and so there is nothing illegal about com- 
municating about these actions publicly, 
although you may always run the risk of 
repression. But there are many things that 
can be done to prepare a movement to 
mobilize and to continue building its 
mobilization even when it is being 
repressed. I think the civil rights cam- 
paign is a great example where activists 
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were taking the time to be trained in how 
not to react — how not to use violence, 
even when violence is being used against 


you. If you want people to participate, - 


you have to give them the skills to partici- 
pate and be successful, and to build the 
viability of the movement. That’s what 
those types of trainings are about. 


Spirit: Many skeptics question 
whether nonviolent resistance can work 
against dictatorships, and heavily armed, 
authoritarian regimes. Did your research 
turn up examples of nonviolent move- 
ments that successfully challenged really 
brutal regimes? 

Chenoweth: I think Iran is one of the 
best examples we have because, you 
know, I often hear people say nobody has 
had it as bad as the Syrians today in terms 


of facing a brutal dictator who will stop at. 


nothing to crush the movement. The 
Iranians, during the Iranian revolution in 
1978 and ‘79, were being killed at a much 
faster rate than Syrians now. Probably 
between 3,000 and 10,000 people were 
killed in less than 100 days by the Shah’s 
security forces. Yet they were still able, 
through nonviolent discipline, to basically 


make the security forces stop doing that . 


and defect to the other side. 

This was a totally brutal regime. The 
Shah of Iran’s regime had spent the previ- 
ous few decades basically rounding up 
armed groups that were Marxist or certain 
types of other opposition factions and 
summarily executing them — hanging 
them in public and everything. So this is a 
very brutal regime and the thing with that 
level of brutality, is that you really hate it, 
you know? And in order to get huge num- 
bers of people to participate in a move- 
ment, the opponent has to be truly hated. 

There has to be a shared sense of 
grievance, and I feel like the same thing 
was true for Mubarak. [Hosni Mubarak 
was the president of Egypt from 1981 
until he was overthrown in February 
2011.] Everybody knew somebody who 
had been arrested and tortured in 
Mubarak’s prison. Everybody could relate 
to the injustice and the indignities of that 
regime, and so when the time came where 
it looked like this is the real deal and peo- 
ple were going to show up and start par- 


ticipating, millions of Egyptians showed 
up. And in Iran during the Iranian revolu- 
tion, 10 percent of the Iranian population 
participated in that revolution. It was 
probably the largest one in history. 


Spirit: I think many people will be sur- 
prised to read your book and find that 
nonviolent resistance has worked even in 
countries that were essentially police 
states ruled by strong-armed dictators. 

Chenoweth: You know, one thing 
that’s interesting is that John F. Kennedy 
said this thing that lots of people like to 
quote about nonviolent resistance. He said, 
“Those who make nonviolent resistance 
impossible make armed revolution 
inevitable.” But actually, what our research 
shows is that nonviolent resistance is 
almost never impossible. You can’t make it 
impossible. And armed uprisings are never 
inevitable. Instead of being something that 
people automatically choose because 
they’re forced to by their circumstances, 
I’m becoming more convinced that it’s 
something people literally choose. They 
choose it because they don’t know that 
there is a realistic alternative. 

So what I’m hoping to do is change this 
huge misconception about nonviolent resis- 
tance. I don’t have a dog in the fight, ideo- 
logically. ’'m not a pacifist or whatever. I 


certainly wasn’t one when I started the pro- 


ject and I’m not one now. But I definitely 
think that there is this huge misconception 
that nonviolent resistance and armed resis- 
tance are just substitutes for each other and 
when nonviolence doesn’t work, people 
just use armed resistance and that’s the nat- 
ural outcome. More and more, I’m con- 
vinced that people actually are making 
choices anda lot of times it’s a really bad 
choice to use armed resistance. 


Spirit: It is fascinating to learn that 
you are not a nonviolent activist trying to 
prove your point. Instead, didn’t you kind 
of wander in from this other area of 
research into international security? 

Chenoweth: I was a fellow at Harvard 
actually, when I started this study in the 
international security program. I was very 
interested in the breakup of the former 
Yugoslavia and all of the ethnic conflicts 
that were emerging in Eastern Europe and 
Africa. So I was very keyed into civil war 
stuff and then when the embassy bomb- 
ings happened in 1998, I got very interest- 


ed in international terrorism. Part of the 
Bush administration policy in the early 
2000s was to promote democracy as a way 
to reduce terrorist violence. I was very 
interested in whether democracy promo- 
tion had actually reduced terrorism in the 
past, so I wrote my doctoral dissertation 
on this topic of whether terrorism is actu- 
ally less common in democracies than it is 
in authoritarian regimes. Instead, I found 
that’s it’s basically just as common, if not 
more common, in democracies [laughs] 
than in authoritarian regimes. 

So, that was what I was studying when 
I went to this workshop that Maria 
Stephan was putting on about people 
power and nonviolent resistance. So I 
would call myself a traditional guns-and- 
bombs scholar, following the tradition of 
people like Tom Schelling, you know? 


Spirit: So, in conducting this research, 
you didn’t come in with the mindset that 
nonviolent resistance was going to prove 
more successful? You came in with the 
assumptions that a “traditional guns-and- 
bombs scholar” would have? 

Chenoweth: Well, I can remember 
being very surprised when I finished col- 
lecting the data and just ran the primary 
results, trying to look at the success rates 
and see not only that nonviolent resistance 
was more successful, but twice as suc- 
cessful as armed insurgency. That was 
absolutely shocking to me and I felt like, 
wow, we have really been missing some- 
thing important in international relations 
and this is going to be a really big deal. I 
remember thinking that when we publish 
this, it’s going to be a big deal. 


Spirit: It’s absolutely a big deal. It’s 
an audacious claim, except it’s not a 
claim — it’s a matter of what your 
research turned up. 

Chenoweth: Right. And after I thought 
this is going to be a big deal, the second 
thing I thought was, this is going to be real- 
ly controversial. You might notice in the 
book that kind of every statement has a 
caveat where we [laughs] try to anticipate 
what the counter-argument is and then try 
to just deal with it right then. You can read 
between the lines and see that we were just 
preparing ourselves for the controversy. 


Spirit: You must have braced yourself 
to have your arguments shot down all 
over the place. But has it proven to be as 
controversial as you suspected? 


11 


Chenoweth: A couple interesting things 
that have happened is that I’ve gotten way 
more push-back about this idea than with 
any of my stuff on terrorism or insurgency. 
That’s very interesting, because people just 
don’t want to believe that nonviolent resis- 
tance works. I don’t know why they don’t 
want to. believe that, but they don’t. It’s 
strange and it’s been very illuminating, 
because it indicates to me why it’s so hard 
to convince people to stop using violence. 
It’s not that they think it works, it’s just that 
they’ve got some kind of commitment to it. 


Spirit: What kind of commitment? 

Chenoweth: I don’t know if it’s an 
ideological commitment to it, or a psycho- 
logical commitment. I don’t know what 
the commitment is to it, but there seems to 
be one. So this has provoked way more 
visceral push-back than any of my previ- 
ous work on violence. The second thing is 
that, for the fist time ever, I’ve actually 
felt somewhat threatened because of my 
research. Sometimes when I travel and do 
presentations abroad, for instance, I don’t 
feel 100 percent safe. I don’t actually 
want to go into any more detail than that, 
but it’s brought up a host of new consider- 
ations about safety. For some reason, peo- 
ple think that I’m out there trying to pro- 
voke revolution, which I’m not. So for the 
first time in the past few months or past 
year, I’ve actually started to feel a little 
nervous when I’m out and about. 


Spirit: Well, I can understand that. 
Activists involved in resistance move- 
ments feel that too. And you've become 
very prominent now. In a sense, your 
study is subversive — in the very best 
sense. It’s subversive intellectually and it 
makes people reconsider the paradigm. 
But it’s also subversive in that if it’s taken 
seriously, it gives the common people all 
around the world a greater belief in peo- 
ple’s power. 

Chenoweth: Right. One thing that I 
will say, though, is that what I think that 
our work does is, that when people are 
already using nonviolent resistance and 
they’re starting to feel afraid or discour- 
aged about using it, it seems to help them 
be less afraid. 


Spirit: That’s just incredibly important. 

Chenoweth: Yeah, and I’m always in 
favor of people feeling less afraid. That 
doesn’t mean that they should feel encour- 
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This success was due predominantly to 
the nonviolent and creative people power 
of the mobilization and not to the atten- 
tion-getting property destruction of a 
handful of activists. In fact, had the police 
not engaged in their even more media- 
genic violence (made all the more glaring 
by the fact that it was launched, not as a 
reaction to protest violence, but as a first- 
strike against peaceful demonstrators), the 
WTO protest would have likely been 
assessed very differently. 

Unfortunately, though, the wrong 
lessons have often been drawn from the 
Seattle mobilization. In the anti-globaliza- 
tion and other movements. since then, 
Seattle has often inspired strategies that 
provide ample wiggle room on property 
destruction and even what amounts to 
street-fighting, enshrined in the now 
famous “diversity of tactics” principle. 

Which brings us to the conversation we 
are having in 2012 about violence and 
nonviolence in the Occupy movement. 

In sorting out the two tendencies at the 
heart of the present discussion — “nonvi- 
olent people power” and “diversity of tac- 
tics” — it is helpful to see.how they share 
at least three points of agreement: 


1. Social change is imperative. 

2; The goal is justice. 

3. Powerful action is key. 

They diverge, however, on the ques- 
tion of how each of these is achieved. 
From my perspective, lasting social 
change does not flow most effectively 
from violence-generated social disorder. 
Such action is seized on by power-holders 
to destroy movements and it often fright- 
ens or alienates the public. This seems to 
be borne out by the recent work of Erica 
Chenoweth and others that quantify how 
violent campaigns are often much less 
successful than nonviolent ones. 

Instead, social change (as Bill Moyer 
writes in his book Doing Democracy) 
flows from social movements that build 
nonviolent people power. “Social move- 
ments,” according to Moyer, “are collec- 
tive actions in which the populace is alert- 
ed, educated, and mobilized, over years 
and decades, to challenge the power-hold- 
ers and the whole society to redress social 
problems or grievances and restore critical 
social values.” In short, this means 
removing the pillars of support for injus- 
tice, including the direct or indirect sup- 
port of the populace and often other eco- 
nomic, political, cultural, or media pillars. 

Nonviolent action is more likely to 


nurture this process because: 

~* It maintains a focus on the issue 
rather than the violence/counter violence 
cycle (e.g., the Occupy Oakland action on 
January 28). 

~ It is more likely to raise the visibility 
of both the injustice being challenged and 
the justice that it seeks. Violent action is 
more likely to obscure the issue and the 
outcome it is working for. 

« When nonviolent action is met by 
violence, the focus is likely to remain 
both on the issue and on the violence of 
the state (e.g., the police attack on Occupy 
at UC Davis on November 18), which can 
increase public support for change. 

But the effectiveness of nonviolent 
action often depends on the third point of 
agreement: the need for powerful action. 

Those supporting violent tactics often 
feel that nonviolent action is not powerful 
— and, truth be told, it is often not as 
powerful as it could be. Nonviolent action 
needs to be commensurate with the injus- 
tice one is struggling to change — which 
means that it needs to powerfully accom- 
plish its goals, including dramatizing the 
fundamental need for change, illuminating 
a vision of the alternative, inviting the 
public to re-think this issue, and offering 
concrete steps for people to withdraw con- 
sent from the status quo and to support a 
more life-giving alternative. 


The good news is that it can be this 
powerful. This power depends on creativi- 
ty, clarity, strategic planning, training, 
discipline, execution, interpretation, and 
follow-up. Occupy itself is a good exam- 
ple of this. When it has maintained a non- 
violent spirit, it has been an effective and 
historic force for highlighting the problem 
of inequality and laying the groundwork 
for being a force for change. 

Its scattered violent actions, however, 
have been less powerful than its nonvio- 
lent ones, because they have often mud- 
died the issue and reframed the conversa- 
tion from inequality to the violence of 
Occupiers. This has likely cost support for 
the movement within Occupy and among 
the larger populace. 

For those of us who are committed to 
nonviolence, the answer is not to demonize 
those who are committed to a variety of 
approaches, including violent ones. We are 
called to relentless dialogue with those 
with whom we disagree — as I attempted 
to do on the streets of Seattle. Most impor- 
tantly, we are called to build a movement 
that demonstrates the power and effective- 
ness of nonviolent people power. In the 
end, this will be more effective than all the 
arguments in the world. 

Ken Butigan is the director of Pace e Bene. 


This article was published by Waging 
Nonviolence at http://wagingnonviolence.org. 
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aged to go do silly things or unsafe things. 
But just the sort of knowledge that, wow, 
there are hundreds of campaigns that mil- 
lions of people all over the world have done 
or are doing, and they were okay. It’s pretty 
important for people in very closed soci- 
eties to know that information. 


Spirit: That’s beautiful. That’s almost 
the heart and soul of why we teach people 
about nonviolent movements. I mean, that 
wasn’t your intention in researching this 
area, and yet the outcome is that your. 
book does give people hope, does it not? 

Chenoweth: Yes, I think so. 


Spirit: Speaking of an area where peo- 
ple need hope, one of the cases you study 
in your book involves the Palestininan’s 
use of nonviolent resistance. 

Chenoweth: Yeah, so the Palestinian 
case, I think, is a great example of how 
nonviolent resistance is the best hope of 
Palestinians to achieve durable self-deter- 
mination. We found that they achieved 
more during the first Intifada, the nonvio- 
lent phase of the first Intifada, than they’ ve 
ever achieved before or since then. The 
problem with the end stages of the first 
Intifada is that it devolved into infighting 
and violent conflict, which did undermine 
their overall aim. It’s a great example of 
how sometimes armed actions might lead 
to what I might call process goals where 
they bring attention to the movement, but 
don’t bring necessarily bring success, ulti- 
mate success, to the movement. 

Newspeople turn their cameras onto 
things when they blow up, but that 
doesn’t mean that it advances the overall 
strategic aim. So I think the big lessons 
from that movement are that the lack of 
unity within the movement and devolution 
into armed infighting, and then fighting 
against the Israelis using arms, really 
undermined what really was a promising 
nonviolent movement. 


Spirit: You looked at the uprising in 
Burma from 1988-1990 as a way of 
understanding how nonviolent resistance 
sometimes fails. 

Chenoweth: In the Burmese case, the 
two big takeaways there are, first of all, an 
over-reliance on what I would call “meth- 
ods of concentration.” So Gene Sharp 
makes the distinction between “methods of 
dispersion” [which involve such tactics as 
consumer boycotts, strikes, stay-aways and 
go-slow actions at the workplace] and 
“methods of concentration” where you do 
demonstrations and rallies and occupations 
and things like that, which are very high- 
risk. They’re very disruptive and get a lot of 
attention, but they’re very high-risk and 
make people very vulnerable to repression. 


Spirit: Because of the violence of the 
Burmese regime? ; 

Chenoweth: Exactly, and so there 
were some general strikes that happened 
during the 1998 revolution attempt, but 
they weren’t sustained. The other big les- 
son that comes out of Burma is the over- 
reliance on a single figurehead. So Aung 
San Suu Kyi totally deserves the Nobel 
Prize, but she also made some strategic 
mistakes. One of them was that she insist- 
ed to the movement that it not attempt to 
divide the military. The reason is, because 
her father was the creator of the Burmese 
National Army and that’s where she got 
her legitimacy. So she didn’t want to try 
to divide the security forces and encour- 
age defections, and that was a huge mis- 
take. People within the movement also 
wanted to do that, but had to sort of defer 
to her as the figurehead and, as soon as 
the movement was decapitated when she 
was put under house arrest, the movement 
fell into complete disarray. 

So it’s a good cautionary tale. Having a 


single leader can sometimes make a 
movement cohesive or coherent, but it can 
also mean that you are putting all your 
eggs in one basket and as soon as the per- 
son makes a bad mistake or is taken away, 
the movement is completely in disarray. 


Spirit: Your book includes a detailed 
study of the people power movement in the 
Philippines that overthrew Ferdinand 
Marcos, a brutal dictator supported by the 
United States. His regime also had a huge 
military to back it up, yet he was cast out in 
a remarkably short amount of time. 

Chenoweth: Yes, exactly, and he had 
also fought off numerous domestic insur- 
gencies, some of which had some real 
momentum behind them — a communist 
insurgency and the Islamist insurgency in 
Moro. But then a nonviolent movement 
came along and did what none of those 
other armed groups could do because it 
was able to do exactly what its name is — 
people power. The Philippines is such a 
great example of the great potential of 
nonviolent resistance. 

The church was involved, and labor 
unions. Ultimately, the military made a 
calculation that it could not indefinitely 
repress this movement and so I think it’s 
one of the classic examples of the broad- 
based participation where pretty much 
everybody in that society was represented 
in that people power movement. 

And they assumed many risks. It 
wasn’t one of those cases where; when 
they went out to the streets, they thought 
there was no way Marcos would repress 
them. They expected repression and many 
of them suffered repression. They also 
knew that, “If we can keep the pressure 
on, and we can keep more people partici- 
pating, and if we publicize these outra- 
geous injustices, ultimately we have a 
good chance of succeeding.” And in this 
case, they were correct. 

The key thing that’s interesting about the 
Philippines case is that, as I said, there were 
so many unsuccessful armed uprisings pre- 
viously that didn’t at all degrade Marcos’ 
capacity to rule. If anything, they helped 
him to maintain a more cohesive and loyal 
military because they had caused a threat. 
So the fact that people power won is a pret- 
ty great demonstration of the effectiveness 
of nonviolent resistance. 


Spirit: If all these past armed insur- 
gencies didn’t win in the Philippines, why 
was there such a high degree of participa- 
tion in the movement and how did they 
win when previous insurgencies hadn’t? 

Chenoweth: I think that the movement 
was able to mobilize around a shared 
common grievance, which was just the 
illegitimacy of Marcos’ rule and the fact 
that he assassinated an opposition leader 
that was a real threat to his staying power 
and it was outrageous. It felt, to the peo- 
ple, like their future had been stolen by a 
thief and a criminal. And so many people 
from enough different backgrounds felt 
that way to actually start to apply the 
leverage that they had in their society to 
try to effect change. 

The beauty about nonviolent resistance 
is that everybody has some leverage in 
society because everybody’s playing a 
role. Everybody’s got relationships and 
it’s just about kind of starting to put some 
pressure on those existing relationships 
and that’s what makes the change. 


Spirit: The movement in the Philippines 
reminds me in two ways of the U.S. civil 
rights movement. One is the high degree of 
communal resolve, so that virtually every- 
body took part in the Montgomery bus boy- 
cott and everybody found ways to support 
it. The second way it reminds me of the 
Philippines is that people in the Black com- 
munity had a shared moral sense that the 
injustices were unacceptable, and they were 
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willing to courageously sacrifice a lot to 
make a better day possible. Whenever I see 
a movement falter, I look at how the civil 
rights movement had so many people who 
believed heart and soul in it and would not 
give up. Maybe that’s one key reason non- 
violent movements succeed — when they 
inspire such a high degree of commitment. 

Chenoweth: Yes, that’s right, and a 
necessary condition for this high level of 
participation usually is that people care 
enough to participate, right? So that usual- 
ly means that the object around which they 
are mobilizing is something that has wide 
resonance. So, almost everybody in Egypt 
knew somebody who had found himself or 
herself in Mubarak’s prisons being treated 
absolutely horribly and against all the stan- 
dards of human rights that the rest of soci- 
ety was trying to apply. 

Walking by Mubarak’s prisons, every- 


body knew what it sounded like to hear. 


somebody screaming from inside the 
prison. Ill tell you what really pushed 
them over the edge though, is when 
Mubarak shut down the Internet, because 
that’s actually the last straw. When you 
think that I’m such an irresponsible per- 
son that I can’t watch my cat videos on 
YouTube and you take away my right to 
watch them, that’s an indignity that no 
human being in this modern age can bear 
to suffer, right? [laughs] 

So they hit the streets. That radicalized 
more Egyptians and, as soon as that started 
and it looked like the movement was gain- 
ing steam, people simply decided they 
weren’t going to be afraid anymore. It was 
like the “Emperor Has No Clothes.” It’s 
like there is no going back. Doug McAdam, 
a sociologist at Stanford, calls it cognitive 
liberation, which he said also happened in 
the civil rights movement. People just 
decide we’re going to do this and we don’t 
care what the regime does. 


Spirit: J love that analysis of how the 
people of Egypt decided they weren’t 
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going to be afraid anymore. So, are there 
any last lessons you’ve learned that you 
think might help illuminate the road 
ahead for social-change movements? 

Chenoweth: Peter Ackerman, who is 
sort of an intellectual mentor of mine, 
says that there are three things that every 
nonviolent movement needs to succeed. 
The first is unity, the second is strategic 
planning, and the third is nonviolent disci- 
pline. I would say that there are things 
like timing that you can’t control, and 
there are things like the government reac- 
tion to you and the way people hear your 
message. You can’t really control those 
things, but you can control your unity, 
your planning and your nonviolent disci- 
pline. So any movement that wants to suc- 
ceed needs to seriously consider how they 
can implement those three principles into 
their strategy. 
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